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PREFATORY NOTE TO VOLUMES III. AND IV. 


So many years have intervened since the publication 
of the first two volumes of this book that the correction 
of errors contained in them must appear hopelessly 
belated. But one or two mistakes to which my 
attention has been called must be mentioned for the 
acquittal of my historical conscience. 

The suggestion (Vol. I. page 27) that the great 
Darwin, in his old age, lost his appreciation of the 
beauties of nature was founded upon a single sentence 
in his autobiography. As his pleasure in beautiful 
scenery remained in fact peculiarly strong up to the 
end, it has been pointed out to me that the false 
impression left by this passage in the context in which 
it stands, ought to be corrected. 

In several passages in the second volume, Count 
Andrassy is described as the Austrian ‘‘ Chancellor.” 
He never bore that title, but was simply known as the 
Foreign Minister of the Empire throughout these years 
of office. 

The name of Lord Salisbury’s personal private 
secretary, Mr. Richard Gunton, is wrongly given as 
Mr. Robert Guntan (Vol. II. page 13). 


In enumerating the sources of information to which 
I have been indebted in the production of the two 
present volumes, I must mention in the first place 
some memoranda of personal recollections which have 


1 Volume IV. will be published shortly: 
Vv 
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been kindly communicated to me. Two of these, by 
the late Lord St. Aldwyn and Mr. G. E. Buckle, are 
specifically acknowledged and described in the text. 
I received and am grateful for two others, whose 
contents have been drawn upon in the seventh and 
eighth chapters of the third volume. One, recording 
Foreign Office memories, came from the late Lord 
Sanderson, who served under Lord Salisbury for 
many years, first as Assistant and then as Principal 
Permanent Under-Secretary. His marvellous memory 
for all the details of this country’s various ‘Treaty 
commitments and his “‘ perfect genius for drafting ” 
used to be commented on with warm appreciation by 
his chief. The other came from Mr. J. S. Sandars, who, 
as private secretary to the then Mr. Balfour, assisted 
actively in the work of the Central Conservative 
Office, and has supplied several interesting notes as to 
Lord Salisbury’s relations with that office and its chiefs. 

Some explanation is due for the absence of 
acknowledgment to one source of information which 
naturally suggests itself in connection with those 
chapters—-mainly in the fourth volume—which deal 
with foreign affairs. But, except for a few drafts, 
telegrams, and Cabinet memoranda preserved among 
Lord Salisbury’s private papers, I have not made use 
of any official documents. I had intended at the 
outset to ask the Foreign Office for leave to do so, 
and have no doubt that, in so far as it accorded with 
the public interest, my request would have been met 
with the courtesy invariably displayed by that 
department. But at an early stage of my work I 
gave up the idea. My first and principal reason was 
that in the many volumes of private correspondence 
between Lord Salisbury and his agents abroad which 
have been preserved at Hatfield, and in the copies 
of his letters to the Queen, his colleagues, and other 
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friends which have been so generously communicated 
for the purposes of this book, I found an amount of 
material already at my disposal so large as to make 
me frankly shrink from adding to it. The years here 
dealt with were those in which his reputation and 
influence abroad reached their highest point, and 
when, therefore, the subjects dealt with in his corre- 
spondence covered a wide field of bewilderingly diverse 
interest. I felt that to extract the biographical content 
from the mass of documents before me and transmute 
it into narrative form would be a sufficiently serious 
task without superposing the consideration of official 
telegrams and despatches, to be numbered probably 
by thousands. The neglect of them appeared the 
more justifiable because I soon became convinced 
that they would add little or nothing to the elucidation 
of Lord Salisbury’s own personality and _ policy. 
Owing to his individual method of work, the only 
source of information which from this point of view 
could compete with his private correspondence would 
have been a fuller record of his conversations with 
foreign diplomats in London. They were carried on 
without witnesses, and, except where some definite 
conclusions had to be recorded, remained officially 
unnoted. He generally included some reports of them 
in his private letters to the Queen, but these are 
incomplete and at all times only briefly summarised. 
In this connection the German Diplomatic Documents 
published since the War have proved invaluable. If 
M. Waddington’s confidential reports home were as 
full and as freely commented as those of Count 
Hatzfeldt their publication would do more than 
anything else to fill the gaps which I am conscious 
still remain in this account of Lord Salisbury’s policy 
during this period. 


May, 1931. G. C. 
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CHAPTER I 
HOME AND FAMILY LIFE 


Lorp Sauispury used often to declare that the 
“swing of the pendulum,” which in his lifetime was 
looked upon as the most certain of electoral laws, was 
providential in the interests of efficient government. 
Five years of the strain of administration was as much 
as the average man could stand without a loss in 
mental vigour and, with it, of the fruitfulness in initia- 
tion and the capacity for instinctive judgment, and 
quick confidence in decision upon which effective 
statesmanship depends. In his own experience this 
limitation was, in fact, slightly exceeded. If the brief 
episodes of 1866 and 1885 be put aside, he was in 
office three times, for a period in each case of from 
six to six and a half years. On the earliest of these 
occasions—that which closed with the general election 
of 1880—the normal fatigue consequent upon six 
years’ tenure of office was aggravated by the serious 
illness with which it closed. His party’s defeat was 
therefore a fortunate event for him personally. He 
was quite unfit that spring to continue his work at the 
Foreign Office, though, had the Conservatives re- 
mained in power, he would probably have found it 
impossible to abandon it. 

But the equal rhythm of the “ swing,’’—to pro- 
long the metaphor,—did not accord in the same ideal 
fashion with his requirements. A brief interval of 
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rest. sufficed for his mind to recover its spring, and 
within a year of leaving office his energies were again 
calling for full employment. In the eighties this was 
provided for him within the limits of his profession 
to a greater degree than when he had been last in 
Opposition. After Lord Beaconsfield’s death he be- 
came the virtual, though not the acknowledged 
leader of his party. The course of the Gladstonian 
Government of 1880-1885 constituted a continuous 
challenge to Opposition attacks, and, under Lord 
Salisbury’s guidance, the House of Lords took a 
prominent part in the political battle. It was a 
brilliant period in its oratorical history. To mention 
only the best-known names—Lord Salisbury, Lord 
Cairns, and Lord Cranbrook among the Conservatives 
stood admittedly in the first rank of parliamentary 
speakers, and in a diversity of styles they were met 
on equal terms by the Duke of Argyll, Lord Selborne, 
Lord Derby, and the inimitably dextrous debating 
of Lord Granville. There were great contemporaries 
in the House of Commons, but their speeches occupied 
only a small proportion of its sittings. On field-days 
in the Lords,—which the pertinacious challenge of the 
Opposition made sufficiently frequent,—the galleries, 
the Bar, and the steps of the Throne, would be thronged 
with Commons’ members taking refuge from the 
dreary loquacity of mediocrities or the interminable 
interludes of Parnellite obstruction. The superiority 
of the Lords’ debates, both in form and substance, 
became a commonplace of newspaper criticism. 
“Stump ”’-oratory had, at the same time, received 
a notable impetus from the success which had attended 
Mr. Gladstone’s Midlothian campaigns. Up to the 
last year of the previous Parliament, a few speeches 
in the smaller London halls or in the neighbourhood 
of his own country home represented all Lord Salis- 
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bury’s non-parliamentary output. During the years 
from 1880 to 1886, he spoke on more than 70 public 
platforms in all parts of the kingdom, to audiences 
which in the majority of instances had to be counted 
by thousands. 

These activities, however, did not suffice to fill the 
blank left by the cessation of his official work. There 
were divers matters of private interest which had been 
perforce neglected, and could now be returned to. He 
resumed the chairmanship of his county Quarter 
Sessions, which he had abandoned two years before on 
taking the Foreign Office. He took up botany again, 
and while at Puys added a collection of seaweeds to 
those of flowers which he had made in his boyhood. 
Laboratory experiments were restarted, and the 
technical correspondence with Mr. McLeod was re- 
opened. In one of its first letters he alludes to the 
disabilities which, returning a few years later in a 
more final form, were to make these years the last of 
his serious occupation with the subject. ‘‘ I have had 
my head so full of more transitory matters that I have 
half forgotten the little science that I knew.” 

There were two other sources of home occupation, 
special to this period, which filled such interstices of 
leisure as were left. At the time that he left office, the 
invention of the incandescent lamp, by which electric 
lighting was at length controlled to practical useful- 
ness, had just been announced. Lord Salisbury had 
been for some time impatient for the development. 
He had erected some Jablokhoff arc lights outside his 
house at Hatfield—mainly for the benefit of his guests’ 
coachmen on the occasion of the annual county ball— 
and had tried to introduce them into the interior. For 
a brief period his family and guests were compelled to 
eat their dinners under the vibrating glare of one of 
these lamps fixed in the centre of the dining-hall 
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ceiling. No exertion of goodwill or courtesy could 
silence the plaintive protests of his lady visitors, and 
he would gird with growing despondency at the 
obstructions which feminine vanity offered to the 
conquests of science. He was saved from humiliating 
defeat by the timely appearance of the Edison-Swan 
lamp. While visiting in Northumberland in the 
autumn of 1880, he saw the system in operation at the 
Elswick works, and heard from Sir William Armstrong 
that he was about to instal it at Craigside, his own 
house. ‘* Have you heard of Swan’s electric lamp ? ”’ 
he wrote to Mr. McLeod. ‘‘It is very much on Edison’s 
principle—ineandescence, not arc—but it certainly 
looks as if it should answer. I saw it at Newcastle. 
If he is to be believed, you can maintain five or six 
lamps for each H.P.; they do not flicker, and they 
are not overwhelming to look at” (November 1880). 
No expert middleman had as yet undertaken the 
installation of the new invention. It was an oppor- 
tunity for independent action under conditions which 
were so untried as to have all the charm of scientific 
experiment, and Lord Salisbury did not miss it. He 
set his estate workmen to the task that winter, under 
the direction of a sympathetic clerk of the works, who 
shared his employer’s taste for new ideas, and in the 
following summer Hatfield was able to contest with 
Craigside the honour of being the first private house 
in England in which the new light was established. 
There were no precedents to follow, and every step in 
the installation had to be extemporised. The power 
was provided by a sawmill on the river Lea, which 
still continued to cut up wood by day while working 
an electro-magnetic machine by night. It was situated 
about a mile and a half from the house, the conducting 
wires being carried across the park on telegraph poles. 
Their course lay partly through woods, and the stop- 
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page of the current by short-circuiting when the wind 
was high was one of the minor difficulties which had 
to be contended with. ‘‘ Jem?! and I have been de- 
voting ourselves to the electric light, which of course 
has gone wrong ; and Jem has been all the afternoon 
climbing trees and cutting down twigs near the wires.” 
(To Lady Salisbury, August 14, 1881.) 

No method of accumulating power in secondary 
batteries had yet been worked out, though there were 
rumours of a French invention on the road. The 
current had to be conveyed direct to the lamps from 
the magneto-machines which produced it, and scientific 
authority had not yet even decided—or had not yet 
published its decision—as to the right kind of machine 
to be employed. All the conditions involved in the 
production of the current and its distribution through 
a large and complicated system of lighting were 
problems which had to be solved experimentally. 


To Mr. Herbert McLeod,? June 11, 1881. 


‘* Up to this time our experiments have met with 
fair success. For distant work—the source of power 
being the sawmills—the Brush machine seems to 
answer best. Its intensity is high, and therefore it 
transmits the power with great ease. But its revolu- 
tions have to be carefully watched—for if the machine 
was allowed to go too fast, the lamps would burn up ; 
on the other hand, if it goes too slow the unevenness 
of the strap tells and the light ‘ winks.’ The lamps 
are arranged in (electrical) groups of eight—the eight 
being in series. A smaller number in series runs the 
risk of burning up. As the lamps are, when hot, 
about forty ohms each and sixty, when cold (the line 


1 Lord Cranborne, then an undergraduate at Oxford. The 4th Marquis 
of Salisbury. 

2 Professor of Chemistry at Cooper’s Hill College. An early friend of 
Lord Salisbury’s and assistant in his scientific pursuits. He was a constant 
visitor at Hatfield. See ante, Vol. II. p. 12. 
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being about two ohms), the machine has to drive 
through a resistance of from three to five hundred 
ohms; but in doing so it does not require the water- 
wheel to turn at more than half its usual pace. We 
have hitherto not lit more than fifty lamps. 

‘““The Siemens worked very well from a steam- 
engine close by, but the lamps are all parallel—none 
in series. At a distance it has not succeeded equally 
well. Its driving- power seems small. A Gramme 
alternating machine has also been tried. Hitherto 
we have been foiled by its tendency to burn up lamps, 
but its driving power is evidently high, and perhaps, 
when we are more familiar with the management of 
the lamps, we may utilise it. The line is mainly 
No. 6 copper wire. I do not think we have much 
trouble from leakage. I have tested the line we are 
using (we have two) and find that it has an insulation 
resistance of 200,000 ohms a mile in wet weather, 
which, I gather, is as much as is usually got in this 
country. 

“But it is not comfortable to feel that nothing 
but the steadiness of a strap stands between you 
and perfect darkness. I am looking forward with 
great anxiety to the development of M. Faure’s 
Pwitches., 


These experiments found their expression in a series 
of experiences which for a year or two relieved the 
monotony of domestic life at Hatfield. There were 
evenings when the household had to grope about in 
semi-darkness, illuminated only by a dim red glow 
such as comes from a half- extinct fire; there were 
others when a perilous brilliancy culminated in 
miniature storms of lightning, ending in complete 
collapse. One group of lamps after another would 
blaze and expire in rapid succession, like stars in 
conflagration, till the rooms were left in pitchy black- 
ness, and the evening’s entertainment had to be con- 
cluded in the light of hastily collected bed-candles. 


EXPERIMENTS WITH THE TELEPHONE 7 


The necessity of fuses was not yet recognised, and one 
evening a party of guests, on entering the Long 
Gallery after dinner, found the carved panelling near 
the ceiling bursting into flames under the contact 
of an overheated wire. It was happily a shooting 
party in which young men formed a substantial 
element. They rose joyfully to the occasion, and, 
with well-directed volleys of sofa cushions, rendered 
the summoning of a fire-engine unnecessary. 

These various catastrophes were greeted by the 
master of the house with a purely detached interest. 
When the lights collapsed, his voice could be heard 
through the darkness amidst the general outcry of 
laughter and dismay, commenting meditatively upon 
the answer thus supplied to some as yet undetermined 
problem of current and resistance. The experimental 
stage was in time left behind, and in the summer of 
1883 he was reporting to Lady Salisbury the exulta- 
tion with which Mr. Shillito, his clerk of the works, 
had received an application from the head of Siemens’ 
electric works for leave to bring down several dis- 
tinguished foreign experts to inspect the successful 
installation at Hatfield. 

The rather earlier invention of the telephone was 
only brought into practical use there at about the 
same time as the lights. But in 1877, soon after its 
publication in America but before it was on the 
market, Mr. McLeod brought down an elementary 
pair of transmitters which had been manufactured 
under his direction by his pupils in Cooper’s Hill 
College. Lord Salisbury at once started to send 
messages from one end of the house to the other, 
laying the connecting wires loosely over the floors of 
the principal rooms, to the eminent discomfort of his 
guests. One of them, Mr. Robert Lowe, having 
caught his foot more than once in the wire entangle- 
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ment, took a pessimistic view of the new device, and 
prophesied in tones of gloom that the invention would 
become ‘‘a_ great bore.” The experiments were 
renewed a little later with a scarcely less embryonic 
apparatus with which, to ensure comprehension, it was 
found necessary to keep to familiar phrases. Visitors 
were startled by hearing Lord Salisbury’s voice re- 
sounding oratorically from selected spots within and 
without the house, as he reiterated with varying 
emphasis and expression, “‘ Hey diddle diddle, the cat 
and the fiddle ; the cow jumped over the moon.” 

The other occupation upon which his superfluous 
energies were expended at this time differed from the 
first in introducing him to an entirely new field of 
knowledge and interest. He was compelled by cir- 
cumstances to take up farming as a practical business, 
and, in marked contrast to his youthful disdain for 
all forms of country pursuit, became keenly interested 
in it. The season of 1879 is still recalled among 
agriculturists for its calamitous quality. On the 
Hatfield estate rents had been kept low, and Lord 
Salisbury did not suffer so heavily as many of his 
neighbours. But two or three farms were thrown on 
his hands, and there was nothing for it but to work 
them directly through salaried bailiffs. The nominal 
control thus forced upon him became, to his tempera- 
ment, a challenge to make it real. He entered upon 
a study of the subject on its theoretic side. Works 
on agriculture, statistical returns, Government reports, 
began to litter his table and compete with history 
and theology on his bookshelves. He established an 
elaborate system of accounts, designed to check the 
results in expenditure and return of experimental 
as against customary methods, working out his 
conclusions to a precision of decimals which, though 
satisfying to himself, proved hopelessly mystifying to 
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his professional subordinates. His efforts to extend 
this personal supervision to the actual working of the 
farms were strenuous as far as his limitations of time 
and opportunity would allow. There were weekly 
discussions with his bailiffs, elaborately reasoned 
decisions as to the cropping of each field, and recurrent 
visits of inspection on foot or in his wife’s pony- 
carriage. His aims were rigidly practical ; the elabor- 
ate apparatus and aesthetic accompaniments of the 
*““model”’ farm were rejected disdainfully as extrava- 
gant dandyisms. Scientifically inspired developments 
met with more approval, but were subordinated to 
a cautious finance. “At present,’ he wrote to a 
friend who had suggested experiments in breeding, 
““my farming is in the rudiments,—I am only trying 
to make it pay. If I succeed in that, I may try to 
obtain initiation into the higher branches of the craft, 
such as the keeping of pedigree stock. But I do not 
as yet lift my eyes so high.” (To Ralph Palmer, Esq., 
November 1883.) 

On the other hand, he was ahead of his generation 
in plans for the electric mechanisation of his farms. 
When in 1885 the change of Government knocked all 
such activities on the head, he was already preparing 
the machinery for utilising, by day, for this purpose, 
the plant which lighted his house by night. 

It is difficult to estimate the financial results of his 
efforts. He used to declare that, so long as he was 
in Opposition, he made the farms pay, but the experi- 
ment, so conditioned, hardly lasted long enough for 
valid conclusions. After his return to office, his 
supervision became only nominal, and his personal 
share in management resolved itself into the revision 
and analysis of costs and returns, which he continued 
till within a few years of his death. The doing of 
accounts he always turned to as a mental relaxation 
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from official work. He said that it occupied his mind 
without worrying him. 

Indirectly, he profited in more ways than one by 
this experience. It brought him into actual touch 
with the rural mentality with which, through the 
‘‘ squire” element in his character, he was already 
instinctively in sympathy. The speeches which he 
addressed to his tenants at the annual rent-dinner at 
Hatfield, in which he would link up the daily realities 
of their business with the larger social and political 
issues in which it was involved, were received with an 
appreciation which would have been withheld from 
the generalisations of a mere outsider. From this 
period also can be traced that preference for living in 
the country which so markedly differentiated his later 
from his earlier years. In time, no doubt, this pre- 
ference acquired independent existence through his 
growing enjoyment of natural beauty, but at first 
some association with the active side of life was 
required. As long as his energies were in their full 
vigour, his capacity for passive enjoyment of any kind 
was very small. His tastes had always a tendency 
to translate themselves into occupations, and, where 
that was impossible, their indulgence never satisfied 
him for long. 


These years of Opposition synchronised with a 
crucial stage in the growth of the younger generation 
at Hatfield. When their father left office in 1880, the 
nursery had vanished and the schoolroom was fast 
passing. During the decade that followed, youth— 
automatically aggressive—asserted its claim to recog- 
nition as a vital element in his home life. 
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In their nursery days he had stood for little in their 
daily life, their mother satisfying all their social needs : 
he had no gift for the companionship of small children. 
With the magnificent inconsequence of their age, they 
visualised him alternatively as a somewhat detached 
purveyor of humour for their benefit and as an im- 
personal symbol of wisdom and supremacy. From 
this latter point of view his infallibility was axiomatic, 
his superiority over other men was not to be questioned. 
It was realised that in a certain arena of perpetual 
conflict, dimly apprehended, which men called the 
House of Commons, there were individuals who pre- 
sumed to dispute his authority and resist his will. 
But that was as it should be,—they filled the necessary 
role of foredoomed opponents to his reincarnation of 
Jack the Giant-Killer. Politics, whose rumour pene- 
trated in that house even to the nursery, resolved 
themselves into a drama of personal championship, 
romantically conditioned. In his other aspect he had 
an evident usefulness as the originator of serviceable 
nicknames both for things and persons. Epigram 
was ignored as a function of wit, but it was fully 
appreciated in its essence of brevity and appropriate- 
ness. Since he never modified the polish of his 
style in addressing them, his chaff was for the most 
part mystifying. But its intention was accepted as 
‘“‘ funny,’ and it served its purpose as affording oppor- 
tunity for a more patently humorous response in 
the form of crude tu quoques and derisive epithets. 
This war of wits was unhampered by any one-sided 
claim to verbal respect. There is a family tradition 
to the effect that a young French girl, whom Lady 
Salisbury had introduced into the household for 
educational purposes, having astounded a dignified 
governess by addressing her as “ goose,’ defended 
herself on the plea that she had heard the word used 
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so often by the children to their father that she had 
assumed it to be a token of affectionate respect. 

As they grew older, there were occasional direct 
interpositions in their affairs which remain memorable 
from their rarity. One such was invited by the action 
of a majority of the small community in preparing to 
mete out justice to an isolated rebel against its un- 
written laws. Their purpose did not go beyond a 
discipline of tauntings, judicially directed, but their 
father, discovering what was on foot, startled them 
by the rigour of his protest. They were hotly con- 
vinced of the righteousness of their cause and of the 
injustice of allowing the delinquent to pursue his 
course unchecked. But argument was in vain. They 
were told that they must make the best of it somehow, 
and every plan for retaliatory action was met by an 
uncompromising prohibition. Nothing could excuse 
such a breach of charity or good manners between 
the members of one family. His own manners to the 
children, whether he spoke in jest or in earnest, were 
unfailingly polished: “‘ My father always treats me 
as if I were an ambassador,’? was the murmured 
reflection of a youth in his teens, “‘ and I do like it.” 

Another intervention was also congruous to paren- 
tal example. The young people had hailed with en- 
thusiasm the news that their father had perpetrated 
an unprecedented interference with schoolroom ar- 
rangements by decreeing that lesson-time was to be 
shortened from five hours to four. But the en- 
thusiasm was a little chilled by sequent explanations. 
He did not believe, he told them, that at their age 
they were capable of giving concentrated attention 
for more than four hours in the day. That was why 
the change had been made, and he wanted them 
to understand that that was the reason and that 
that was the kind of attention that would now be 
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expected from them. The subjects upon which they 
were working mattered very little;—-what mattered 
supremely was that they should learn how to work, 
and the essence of that art was never to give less 
than the whole of their wills and minds to whatever 
they were doing. This lesson was reinforced a few 
years later when his boys went to Eton and, with 
caustic comments upon the public-school system, 
educationally considered, he warned them against the 
inevitable temptation offered by class-work to the 
habit of half-attention—the most fatal, he declared, 
that a man could acquire. 

It was fortunate, perhaps, that the part which 
he took in the direction of his young children’s lives 
was only sporadic and subordinate. He carried respect 
for the liberty of the subject to a reckless extreme, 
and on one occasion protested seriously against his 
wife’s infringement of it in the person of a child of ten. 
There were few decisions of juvenile judgment in 
which, when left to himself, he was not prepared 
tacitly to acquiesce: “‘ N. has been very hard put to 
it for something to do,” he wrote of a schoolboy who 
happened to have been left for a short time under his 
sole care at Hatfield. ‘“*‘ Having tried all the weapons 
in the gun-cupboard in succession—some in the riding- 
school and some, he tells me, in his own room—and 
having failed to blow his fingers off, he has been driven 
to reading Sydney Smith’s Essays and _ studying 
Hogarth’s pictures.” “‘ He may be able to govern 
the country,” was his wife’s comment on such occa- 
sions, ‘‘ but he is quite unfit to be left in charge of his 
children.”’ 

But, after all, the difference between them was 
only one of degree. Feminine common sense, working 
in fields of familiar experience, recognised inevitable 
limitations. But in larger matters Lady Salisbury’s 
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attitude was sympathetic to her husband’s. The in- 
fluence on the one hand of a single-hearted faith, and 
on the other of a native disdain for moral weaklings 
induced a practical compulsion of responsible inde- 
pendence on her children from an early age. Rules 
and regulations were reduced to a minimum, and this 
external liberty became the opportunity for a sensi- 
tive development of conscience. The religious in- 
struction which she gave them, and of which she de- 
volved no part upon others, was broad and elaborate, 
combining history with theology and appealing to the 
intellect and imagination as well as to the spiritual 
sense. But it was accompanied by very little drawing 
of morals. That was tacitly assumed to be the affair 
of her pupils.t. The illimitable claims of New Testa- 
ment teaching were left to impress themselves upon 
their awakening consciousness, restricted as little as 
possible by secondary deductions and applications. 
No intermediate screen of human authority was 
suffered to mask the completeness of their spiritual 
obligation and dependence. Those years of “ irrespon- 
sible boyhood,’ whose memory is so often regretfully 
invoked, had a very brief existence in the experience 
of the young Cecils. 

Lord Salisbury’s share in this preparatory educa- 
tion, though acquiescent, was passive. The strong 
impression, spoken of in an earlier volume of this book, 
which his dependence on the Holy Sacrament made 
upon his children early in life, owed more to practice 
than to precept. Direct references to his own ex- 
periences in faith or worship were not wholly wanting, 


1 She complained once of the friends who would worry her by wanting 
to know upon what ‘‘ system ”’ she trained her children. ‘* If I were to tell 
them the truth they wouldn’t understand.” She had got no system, she said. 
She taught her children to say their prayers and come to the Holy Com- 


munion. That was all. “It is not I who train them, but God the Holy 
Ghost.” 
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but were rare and unemphasised. He was constitu- 
tionally incapable of edifying discourse whether by 
word or pen, and his children, prepared by their 
mother’s training for self- dependence, accepted his 
reserve aS a matter of course. On one occasion, 
Lord Shaftesbury, the great philanthropist, then 
near the close of his life, finding himself in the company 
of two of the boys, dwelt to them upon their privilege 
in the possession of their father and urged them to 
treasure carefully all his letters of moral and religious 
counsel. They were considerably embarrassed at having 
to confess that they had never received a line from him 
which could bear that description. On their return 
home, one of them delighted his parents by gravely 
remonstrating with them upon their default as placing 
him in a position of invidious singularity: ‘‘ The 
other fellows all get letters of advice from their parents; 
we never do.” 

It would be impossible to fix upon any precise 
period of their growth as that at which Lord Salis- 
bury’s influence began to assert itself tangibly over 
his children’s minds. During the decade now under 
consideration it had become supreme. In later years 
its mark was inevitably blurred through the maturing 
of individual temperaments or under the influx of a 
new time-spirit. But the impression which it stamped 
upon them never wholly disappeared, and, in one respect 
certainly,—in its energising power, in the unresting 
activity of purpose which it engendered,—it was of 
a permanent and decisive importance in their lives. 

It is unfruitful, perhaps, to try to analyse the 
means ".y which a strong personality influences those 
in touch with it through the mere fact of its existence. 
But there were conditions of impact in this instance 
which it is unsatisfying to dismiss as merely indifferent. 

First in the order of opportunity, one may reckon, 
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with whatever apparent paradox, that renunciation of 
direction which has been already alluded to. This 
eliminated what is perhaps the most common im- 
pediment to paternal influence. Moral direction, even 
in the mild form of proffered advice upon questions 
of conscience, must always run the risk of rousing into 
activity the instinct for rebellion which is inherent in 
nearly all youth, and which the youth of this family 
were certainly not deficient in. But, as towards their 
father, it never attained conscious existence, from the 
mere fact that he never, overtly or tacitly, made any 
claim upon their deference. If young man or woman 
asked his advice as to the wisdom or expediency of 
alternative courses, he would readily give it them. 
But he would rigidly abstain from expressing any 
opinion as to what they ought or ought not to do from 
the point of view of duty. If that question were 
forced on him it would be at once dismissed with the 
comment, “That is a matter for you to decide.”’ 
Thus, at an age when many boys and girls are either, 
according to their temperaments, exulting in or con- 
scientiously struggling against the impulse to reject 
their parents’ standards, these young people would, 
as often as not, be taking anxious counsel together as 
to how they could best discover their father’s judgment 
upon some doubtful decision of conduct. Diplomatic 
methods were sometimes resorted to ; an intermediary 
commissioned to make detached enquiry; or the 
question posed as an interesting but strictly impersonal 
problem of ethics in the course of general conversation. 
The difficulties involved may have heightened the 
value of the verdict when obtained, but they formed 
a perennial subject of complaint: “ It’s so tiresome 
of him ; I wish he would understand that I don’t care 
either way. I only want to do what he would think 
right.” 
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In the field thus cleared of initial obstruction, 
perhaps the strongest single instrument in his chil- 
dren’s unconscious subjugation was his uncompromis- 
ing candour. This was no mere matter of truth- 
speaking in answer to challenge. It was all-pervading. 
As he owed nothing to general opinion in the forma- 
tion of his thought, so he never took refuge behind 
its authority in expressing it. His opinions, his 
standards, his motives were presented in language 
which habitually ignored conventionally correct as- 
sumptions. The shibboleths which obtained in the 
schools of thought of which he was in general the 
adherent were even more exposed than others to his 
derisive repudiation. So that no utterance of his 
could ever be passed over as what was to have been 
expected from a Tory, or an aristocrat, or a Church- 
man, or what not. It was always his own, claiming 
no vicarious respect, allowing of no vicarious disregard. 
And, as nothing was urged as of authority, so also 
there was no edifying profession to blur the outline 
of his example. All the time, in what he said as in 
what he did, his children were brought, inescapably, 
face to face with the unalloyed fact of his personality. 

Incidentally, this stimulating candour averted 
another more superficial danger to which family in- 
fluence is sometimes exposed. When adventurous 
youth first passes from the home atmosphere to that 
of the world outside, the inrush of new ideas and new 
points of view tends to make commonplace and stale 
those which have been familiar to him from his child- 
hood. He may not reject these; he may continue 
to acquiesce in them; but for a period at least they 
lose interest for him. But Lord Salisbury could not 
be acquiesced in: the challenge of his thought com- 
pelled active response, and the freshness of its ex- 
pression imparted by comparison to all competing 
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talk a triteness for which no novelty in content could 
compensate. The young sons of the family, on 
their return home from whatever other company, 
would constantly comment upon the contrasting 
dulness of the society which they had left. _ 

But none of these conditions could have been fully 
effective had it not been for what was the most notable 
external characteristic of this household—the intimate 
companionship which existed in it between the two 
generations. This was in part due to Lord Salisbury’s 
need for achieved intimacy as a condition for enjoy- 
ment of intercourse with his fellows. Intercourse on 
equal terms with his children began as soon as they 
were able to understand him without being “ talked 
down to,”—an exercise of which he was always in- 
capable,—and it soon became an irreplaceable element 
in his social well-being. 

Whenever parents and children were alone together 
talk flowed freely. It was always conducted on a 
basis of assumed equality. Though the children, so 
far as intention went, were ready and indeed anxious 
for discipleship, their ardour for utterance did not 
always allow the intention to materialise. Sometimes, 
when their gathering was complete, as in holiday 
times at Puys round the dinner-table or on rambles 
along the cliffs, the excitement of expounding their 
own ideas to their father, or of turning aside to slay 
one another in argument, would sweep away all 
reticent restraint and give him the opportunity— 
readily welcomed—of slipping quietly into the réle 
of listener. This consummation would be suddenly 
realised, with a general shock of conscious guilt 
followed by a momentary silence. But the only way 
of repentance open was to start some fresh subject 
for discussion. Any intimated apology or crude 
appeal for his opinion would have been useless—the 
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assumption of an equality of standing had always 
to be maintained. 

But there were other times, especially when 
numbers were fewer, when the topic would be initiated 
by himself, and their discussion of it kept within 
fairly tentative limits. The book—of history, science, 
biblical criticism—which happened to be occupying 
his after-dinner readings would become a text for 
discursive reflections upon its subject matter, inter- 
spersed with caustic criticisms on the author’s treat- 
ment of it; public happenings would provoke com- 
ments on their causes or probable issues, and, from 
these, long avenues of political deduction would open 
out and be followed to fields far distant from the 
starting point. Or perhaps some train of irre- 
sponsible thought in which he had been indulging 
would be elaborated and played with and theories 
would be launched, mainly as imaginative exercises 
and without prejudice to their easy abandonment. 
Sometimes, in a mood of graver philosophy, he would 
ponder aloud in meditative augury as to the goal 
towards which some observed current of world-thought 
was tending, and the response of his companions would 
become more frankly interrogative in search of clearer 
guidance. But though hypotheses, sometimes illumi- 
natingly suggestive, might be thrown out, deliberately 
approached conclusions could rarely be extracted from 
him on these occasions: he was taking holiday from 
purposeful thought. 

Amidst much that was more common to general 
opinion there were characteristic axioms of political 
ethics which repeatedly appeared in these irresponsible 
talks. The essential cowardliness of optimism (in his 
use of that word an irrational or unproved foundation 
was always presumed); the obliquity of quixotry— 
which he would define as ‘‘ a display of moral vanity 
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masquerading as virtue’: the cruelty involved in an 
indulgence by the trustees of power in either of these 
falsities at a nation’s cost. The manifold evil of even 
passive self-deception would be insisted on; the moral 
obligation of clear vision: ‘‘ To defend a bad policy as 
an ‘error of judgment’ does not excuse it—the right 
functioning of a man’s judgment is his most funda- 
mental responsibility.” Reverence for truth and reality 
as the testing touchstone for what is admirable in 
statesmanship was the note recurrently struck. 

But when his company—as happened occasionally, 
especially with its feminine elements—sought to give 
personal application to such and such-like dicta by 
dilating upon the iniquity—‘‘ wickedness’ was the 
word generally used—of some politician in the 
opposite camp, he was disappointingly unwilling to 
follow them on this ground of enlivening actuality. 
He had a favourite metaphor for expressing his pro- 
test. One could be convinced, he would declare, that 
certain combinations would produce poison or explo- 
sives, and act accordingly without feeling called upon 
to apportion moral responsibility for the operation of 
the chemical law. ‘“* That is not my concern and does 
not interest me. Do look at the question chemically !”’ 

In historical discussions one recalls the quasi- 
exultation with which he would point out the failure 
of individual effort to deflect the larger currents of 
human action. Certain theses would be familiarly 
selected for illustration: the proved futility of 
theorists to whatever school of thought they might 
belong; the worthlessness of forecasts based on 
logical calculation ; the evil which has repeatedly been 
wrought by the best intended policies; the hopeless 
incongruity between aim and result which dominates 
history. It would have been a depressing gospel for 
young auditors but for the consciousness, always con- 


THE STIMULUS OF TALK 21 


veyed, that this hewing away of secondary standbys 
might serve to clear the vision of an infinity beyond. 
Merged in the mystery of indiscernible purposes, facts 
which were disturbing to man-made theories could 
be faced without distress. And, if there remained 
some unavowed revolt against the implied call to a 
renunciation of visible results, his listeners had con- 
soling present proof of its compatibility with a per- 
sistent will for adventure. No boy among them, as 
they were already aware, could hope more con- 
fidently during conflict or be more acutely depressed 
by defeat than the philosophic expounder of these 
examples of historic failure. A conclusion of fatalist 
passivity might be logical, but it was barred by the 
facts of their daily experience. 

He rarely, if ever, initiated discussion of Christian 
apologetics, but, if the subject came up in conversa- 
tion, the part which he took in it would be character- 
istically militant. The dogmatism of negative critics, 
the questions which they begged, the contradictions 
which appeared in their metaphysic, would be trench- 
antly dealt with ; or disrespectful fun would be made 
of the systems of rationalist morality or worship of 
humanity by which it was proposed to replace Chris- 
tianity as a social force. He showed a complete con- 
fidence in the effective strength of his case. On one 
remembered occasion he tossed a magazine across the 
room to a girl of fifteen, inviting her directly to read 
an argued attack upon Christianity by Mr. Frederic 
Harrison,—‘‘ to see what rubbish these people can 
write.” The invitation was eminently successful, its 
proud recipient straining every faculty she possessed 
to justify the implied trust in her critical powers. 

Under such influences the small community de- 
veloped a certain note of rational disdain towards 
unbelief, which was in curious contrast to the fascinated 
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dread of the temptations of the intellect-with which so 
many children of religious parents have been started 
out upon the world. But he cannot be said to have 
instigated it. His attitude was rather represented 
by his recommendation to one of his sons when he 
went up to Oxford to forswear controversy until he 
had taken his degree. He was sending him to the 
University, he explained, to complete his education, 
and not for the purpose of investigating the grounds 
of his religious faith,—a task, he added, for which he 
was at present wholly unfitted. Years before, when 
he was protesting in Parliament against the opening 
of the Universities to all forms of religious and anti- 
religious propaganda, he had based his protest, not 
on the fear of perversion of believers, but on the 
observed law that the result of plunging immature 
youth into an atmosphere of religious argument was 
to induce later a settled indifference to the religion 
argued about. It was characteristic of the nature of 
his own assent that he looked upon the judgment 
which comes from experience of life as an essential 
equipment for securing true belief. To encourage the 
innate curiosity of youth to a purely intellectual 
occupation with spiritual matters before that prepara- 
tion has had time to operate must falsify values, and 
may well issue in a lasting deadening of the spiritual 
sense. 

It would not be giving a true picture of his con- 
versation on matters theological and ecclesiastical 
if the occasions were omitted when the impish spirit 
of mischief by which he was sometimes moved— 
especially, so his family would declare, when he had 
been for too long under the restraint of decorous 
company—would take possession of him, and he would 
indulge in a series of provocative paradoxes or a sword- 
play of mocking criticism from which his fellow- 
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believers were by no means exempted. Youth, funda- 
mentally conventional, would at length be driven to 
deprecatory protest, and Lady Salisbury would close 
the sitting with an expression of devout thankfulness 
that no stranger had been present. This was for- 
tunate on more grounds than one, for there were well- 
defined limits, clearly understood by this audience, 
but which might well have been ignored by the un- 
initiated, as to what were permissible objects for 
irreverent comment. Memory recalls one or two 
occasions when these were trenched upon by outsiders 
in Lord Salisbury’s presence, and when the drastic 
snub that followed left the transgressor in no doubt 
as to his offence. 

An assumption of equality in knowledge was some- 
times an embarrassing corollary to that of an equality 
in status. There would be recondite allusions offered 
as familiar, or references to some learned book, ‘‘ which 
you have no doubt read.’” When he was met by a 
blunt profession of ignorance he would receive it, in 
spite of all previous experience of a similar kind, with 
an ever new and pained surprise: “‘ When are those 
fallow brains going to be cultivated?” So far as 
book-reading was concerned, he was himself largely 
responsible for the defect which he deplored. When 
curiosity was aroused upon any subject it was so much 
easier to gather information at second hand through 
his inimitable clarity of statement, with its enlivening 
accompaniment of irony and epigram, than to search 
for it through long dull books. With some members 
of the family reading became regrettably at a discount. 

There were evenings at Hatfield and in Arlington 
Street when the family conclave would be reinforced 
by Mr. Balfour, then achieving his earliest successes 
in the House of Commons, and the talk would be at 
its best. His presence imposed no restraint ; he had 
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been an intimate of the house since boyhood; his 
sympathetic wit, his delight in his uncle’s verbal 
audacities and exact appreciation of what they stood 
for, put him into perfect touch with his company, 
while the challenge of his equal cultivation and 
lightning quickness of apprehension would rouse Lord 
Salisbury to a fuller exertion of his faculties. The 
latter’s powers of discourse were in no case sufficient to 
keep the conversation going without response. He 
eouldn’t lecture, and his children had on occasions to 
stretch their mental muscles to the utmost to make 
the contribution required of them. Their reward was 
variously stimulating, apart from the incidental 
widening of horizons; stimulating to their capacity 
for alert apprehension as the point of some suggestive 
epithet or paradoxical epigram flew past them in the 
moment of utterance; stimulating to their appetite 
for knowledge, to their sense of humour, and above 
all, perhaps, to their powers of clear thinking. “ Would 
you mind defining ?”’ “I don’t know that I quite 
understand what you mean by .. .,’’ would be the 
politely bracing rejoinders to any expression of slip- 
shod thought. 

If conversation of the character hitherto described 
had formed Lord Salisbury’s only contribution to 
intercourse with his children it might have been 
a source of instruction and edification, but would 
hardly have achieved companionship with them. Of 
necessity such talk stands out in memory for the 
impression that it made, but in fact it was only an 
occasional embroidery on a groundwork of more every- 
day material. He took his part in the discussion of 
daily occupations, domestic happenings, parochial and 
neighbourly business, gossip of all sorts and degrees 
which forms the staple of most household talk. To 
the exchange of the small money of political news all 
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parties would contribute,—from the minister’s report 
of the last conversational indiscretion of a foreign 
potentate as it had reached him through diplomatic 
back passages, to the rumours collected by wife and 
children in drawing-room or club as to the true reason 
why Jones, M.P., had voted against his party in the 
last division. In the transmission of social gossip, 
Lord Salisbury was handicapped by a hopeless in- 
capacity for its accurate retention. During the weeks 
in which the household remained at Hatfield, while 
he “ daily- breaded ” to London, his failure in this 
respect was an abiding trial to the female members 
of his family. The announcement of an approaching 
marriage—*‘ I was told to be sure and tell you ’’—was 
merely tantalising when the name of the bride or 
bridegroom had been forgotten—and sometimes both. 
And there was a risk of embarrassing consequences in 
the information that Lord Three Stars had either 
inherited an unexpected fortune or would shortly 
make his appearance in the divorce court,—Sir Blank 
Blank’s reputation hanging upon the alternative 
issue :—‘‘ You cannot expect me to remember which 
is which!” On the other hand, he would compete 
on equal terms with his wife in their reports of the 
incidental humours which seemed always to abound 
in their day’s business. 

The young people’s own affairs came in for their 
full share of attention. Even the egotism of youth, 
as portrayed in present-day fiction, could not have 
complained of lack of interest on the seniors’ part. 
When the sons began to enter upon their professions 
this interest found specialised expression. With the 
politicians among them no effort was needed, and their 
father received as much as he brought in the inter- 
change of what Lady Salisbury used to call “ green 
bench gossip,” past and present. But the others took 
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him further afield. He would talk legal.‘ shop ”’ with 
a budding barrister with an appositeness which may 
perhaps have been derived from his early reading of 
law, kept from rusting by his practice in the mechanism 
of legislation. His experience in the management of 
men and in the analysis of their springs of action could 
be drawn upon effectively in discussing his parochial 
problems with a young curate. But a greater effort 
was required when his fourth son took a commission 
in the Guards, and, though under full pressure of work 
at the time as Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary, 
he sought, to the general amusement, to give actuality 
to his interest in a subaltern’s duties by embarking 
upon a serious study of Lord Wolseley’s Soldier’s 
Pocket Book, which at that time was the recognised 
manual on military life. 

Sympathy of a less deliberate and more intimate 
kind was not wanting. His vision was not always 
equally acute, but he would often detect, or even— 
like an anxious woman—have exaggerated suspicion of 
the presence of undeclared trouble. Once he was on 
the alert, it was vain to try to conceal from him the 
existence of either headache or heartache, though he 
rarely imparted his discovery to the person concerned. 
All emotional utterance was alien to him; he shared 
to the full in the normal Englishman’s reserve, and 
used to defend it as a decency of the soul comparable 
to that decency of the body which is generally accepted 
as laudable. Where his affections were concerned, 
this reserve had in it a distinctive note of diffidence. 
It was not of the same kind as that incapacity for 
believing himself socially welcome, which he had 
inherited from his isolated boyhood, and against 
which his wife was always protesting. He believed 
all right in the affection which others had for him, 
but he was diffident towards it in the sense that, 
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though very specially dependent on it, he never 
treated it as belonging to him of right. When in- 
stances of jealousy among his acquaintance were 
reported to him, he was pitiless in condemnation : 
it was a vice for which he would admit no excuse. 
It was, in fact, one outside the field of his temptations. 
His own gifts of affection were measured without stint, 
but he never seemed to condition them, even sub- 
consciously, by any claim to a return. It was a pro- 
jection upon the emotional side in him of that selfless- 
ness to which his political associates bore witness in 
their business relations, and whose pervading presence, 
as it was shown in the daily give and take of home 
life, made the man himself to those who lived with 
him of such infinitely greater importance than his 
achievements or his fame. 

One side of his children’s lives at this period was 
frankly outside his comprehension, and perhaps on 
that account was a source of frequent pre-occupation. 
He used to be haunted, needlessly, by a dread lest, in 
the social demands of his public position, their youth- 
ful right to those pleasures of life, which meant nothing 
to himself, should be forgotten. Perhaps, indeed, had 
he been their sole parent, their lives in this respect 
might have become unhealthily one-sided. Not that 
there could ever have been danger of their confusing 
his personal distaste for amusement with disapproval 
of it. ‘* Clubland” (his usual synonym for the “ idle 
rich ’’) was always referred to with contemptuous con- 
demnation ; but otherwise there were no, even tacit, 
inhibitions. But in the contagion of his and their 
mother’s company, their home atmosphere was over- 
crowded with interests, intellectual, political, religious, 
—always purposeful. Abandoned to their own initia- 
tive, they—or some among them—amight have become 
inert to any effort after the lighter side of life, and so 
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have fallen, as chosen associates of great men have 
done before them, into that abyss of priggishness 
which waits on self-conscious seriousness. 

But Lady Salisbury’s energy knew no limitations. 
The management of the Hatfield household, and of 
its stables and gardens ; the care, there and at Cran- 
borne, of the material and social needs of the cottage 
tenants and estate dependents ; county functions and 
county philanthropy; scattered social work of dif- 
ferent kinds in London, including at one time the 
weekly visiting of a slum parish in Westminster ; the 
organisation of massed hospitality in Arlington Street 
and at the Foreign Office ; the more onerous personal 
entertainment of ambassadors, colleagues, and leading 
political supporters ; and, added to all these things, 
a full participation in the excitements of her husband’s 
personality and career,—left her in no way submerged. 
She saw to it that there should be no reproduction 
among the younger generation of the joylessness of 
their father’s youth. The great rooms which, forty 
years before, had offered the solace of their silence 
and emptiness to a lonely boy’s overstrained nerves, 
were now filled in every recurrent holiday season with 
the noise and movement of young merrymakers ex- 
pending their vitality in an overflow of animal spirits. 
It found various expression—in the playing of 
tumultuous games; the chorusing of popular songs 
round the piano—much out of tune ;—the continuance 
into the small hours of the morning of the breath- 
lessly vigorous dances of that generation. Assistance 
at these revels was not always confined to contem- 
poraries, and there was special joy when an ambassador 
was inveigled into pursuing a long-legged subaltern 
through and over the furniture of the Long Gallery 
in a game of “ follow-my-leader,” or when a Cabinet 
Minister lent the dignity of his co-operation to a polka 
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or a country dance. The mistress of the house, im- 
pervious to fatigue, spurred the revellers on to fresh 
efforts. But its master—having satisfied himself as to 
the sufficiency of the electric lighting, whose provision he 
always regarded as his particular province—would seize 
the first opportunity to escape silently to his study 
downstairs. His incapacity for social pleasures was 
a recognised failing, and the young people would watch 
his unobtrusive evasion with glances of indulgent 
amusement, signalling to one another to assist and 
cover his retreat from his guests. 

The only form of social entertainment which he 
excluded from what was otherwise a universal toler- 
ance was the performance of private theatricals—at 
least, in his own house. He had a curiously strong 
objection to this, and from early days the children 
were warned that, in view of his feelings, it would be 
useless to turn their thoughts that way. As they 
had none of them any talent for acting, the prohibi- 
tion did not weigh heavily upon them. He used to 
refer approvingly to Sir Thomas Bertram’s attitude 
in Mansfield Park, but whether his objections were 
founded upon Miss Austen’s presentment or on some 
personal experience of his own, he never explained. 
It may have been inspired by his native fastidious- 
ness where intercourse between men and women was 
concerned, or by the elaborate preparations which 
theatricals require, and the consequent waste of 
working time which they involve. 

On the other hand, the professional theatre took 
its full toll of his family’s attendance at this period. 
Lady Salisbury was catholic in her tastes,—bad plays, 
she declared, were only less enjoyable than good ones. 
Her husband was less easily pleased. He went occa- 
sionally to the opera, when a work of the old-fashioned, 
melodious Italian school was being performed. He had 
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a genuine love of that music, but declared. that he had 
been born too soon to learn enjoyment of any other. 
There were rare visits with one or two chosen com- 
panions to plays which promised satisfaction to his 
critical taste in literature and acting. But they were 
seldom successful,—any failure from his standards 
destroyed his enjoyment. After his resumption of 
office in ’85, these experiments in amusement ceased 
altogether. He would complain that the seats were 
uncomfortable, that the draughts gave him cold, that 
the bad air gave him headache. The high pressure 
at which he was working made him sensitive to every 
physical discomfort and the pleasure received was not 
enough to compensate. 

But, after all, it was the interests that centred 
round his own profession that gave the determining 
colour to life at Hatfield. Politics not only formed a 
recurrent text for his meditative musings or conversa- 
tional theorising, but they were an unceasing source 
of excitement to his family in their immediate ac- 
tivities. They had a notably emotional quality in 
the eighties, which was given full value to by the 
remarkable aggregate of talent in the leadership of 
that epoch. The names of Gladstone and Hartington, 
Salisbury and Churchill, Chamberlain and Parnell, 
were in themselves war cries of inspiration in the 
party fight. And—at least from the Tory point of 
view—its episodes were sufficiently moving. The 
bloody disasters in the Soudan with the fierce appeal 
of Gordon’s heroism and abandonment ; the struggle 
engaged in ’84 between the two Houses amidst con- 
flicting thunders of popular enthusiasm and _ resent- 
ment; the continuous drama of Ireland’s criminal 
disorder ; the sudden catastrophe of the Liberal 
schism in ’86 ; the battle of the Union, fought through 
nerve-straining alternations of hope and fear to exul- 
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tant victory: these things could not fail to appeal 
both to the combatant and crusading instincts of 
an active-minded youth whose home was the head- 
quarters of one of the fighting forces. Politics were 
the dominating interest in the background of life and 
supplied all its thrills, even where they were not its 
actual occupation. 

The interaction between this interest and their 
filial relation to the Conservative chief was not what 
might have been obviously expected. Their senti- 
ments towards him in his public capacity contained 
all the essential ingredients of hero-worship. They 
had an unquestioning belief in the truth of his ideals, 
the wisdom of his statesmanship, the strength and 
confidence of his leadership. They were convinced 
of his superiority on all these counts to any living 
competitor. It would have been a natural sequence 
for them to have essayed, even to the point of indis- 
cretion, to forward the propagation of this personal 
faith. But, in fact, not only did they scrupulously 
avoid giving outside utterance to it, but in private 
their energies were largely occupied in discouraging 
the participation of fellow-worshippers at their shrine. 

They were constrained to this paradoxical course 
by their father’s idiosyncrasies or, perhaps more 
accurately, by their own over-acute consciousness of 
them. Lord Salisbury undoubtedly disliked compli- 
ment in all its forms. His feeling on the subject is 
expressed in a note of apology written to a lady friend 
who had remonstrated with him upon the chilling 
reception which he had given to a civil speech : 


‘* My wish was to dissuade you from saying * civil,’ 
that is, complimentary, things. However kindly and 
sincerely meant, they are to me always intensely dis- 
agreeable. I dislike hearing them said to other 
people, one to another, and naturally, much more do 
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I dislike them being said to myself. Very likely I 
may carry my aversion to them further than is justifi- 
able in what is a mere matter of taste. But—c’est 
plus fort que moi.” (March 16, 1885.) 


His children, with the sensitiveness of youth to 
any touch of embarrassment in their company, were 
nervously impressed by this characteristic in him. 
It is not too much to say that the dread lest they 
should unguardedly express any sentiment of admira- 
tion in his presence or become accomplices in the 
expression of it by others, was the only real fear which 
he ever inspired in them. Their mother, endued 
perhaps with a more perfect knowledge, would some- 
times—greatly daring in their eyes—report some 
complimentary appreciation which it had rejoiced her 
to hear. There was a certain note of defiance in her 
manner when she did so, as though repeating some- 
thing which, whether he liked it or not, it was good for 
him to be told. And the skies didn’t fall; though 
he would listen in glum silence or with a perfunctory, 
““It is very good of them!” followed by a hasty 
change of subject. 

But when compliment became caricatured, as it 
was in his eyes, in the attentions of lion-hunters or 
idlers in search of a spectacle, there was no doubt as 
to his finding it intolerable. His children, awed by 
his disdainful ironies and by the depression which 
would overwhelm him in the presence of such ex- 
hibitions, early constituted themselves a bodyguard 
of defence against them. Mr. Schomberg McDonnell, 
his private secretary throughout the greater part of 
his Prime Ministership, shared in their intimacy of 
personal affection and comprehension, and, defying 
the criticisms of the Carlton Club, would sometimes 
lend a helping hand. But it was recognised that he 
owed a double loyalty to his chief’s public and private 
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interests. Colleagues, parliamentary followers, and 
party officials were to be ranked frankly among the 
enemy. The sons and daughters felt that upon them 
alone devolved the championship of his privacy. In 
such an atmosphere the erection of a family idol was 
plainly out of the question. You could not invite 
worshippers to a shrine whose god would infallibly 
slam the door in their faces, particularly when you 
yourselves were pledged to assist him in the act. 

Lady Salisbury, though she sympathised and 
generally co-operated, did not wholly approve. ‘‘ You 
ought not to encourage him,” she used to say reprov- 
ingly. Such intrusive attentions were a necessary 
accompaniment of a public man’s popularity, and he 
must learn to submit to them. 

They increased with his fame, and became, vicari- 
ously, as great a source of trial to his family as to 
himself. If they could not be prevented it was urgent 
to spare his feelings by ignoring them, but it was not 
always easy to do so. In London, where everyone 
is free from peculiar notice, he was safe, and in the 
neighbourhood of his own home his figure was too 
familiar an object to arrest attention at ordinary 
times. But to walk with him in any populous place 
outside the metropolis, or in his own park when on 
Bank Holidays or other special occasions it was in- 
vaded by strangers from outside Hatfield, was a 
nerve - wracking experience. One kept as long as 
possible to sheltered paths ; the strained alertness of 
observation which began as soon as these were quitted 
for more peopled thoroughfares, and the dread with 
which the approach of every passing group of pedes- 
trians was watched, were revelations of what the 
feelings of a fugitive from justice must be like. When 
recognition was seen to be inevitable, anxiety became 
acute as to the form which it would take. A simple 
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salute mattered little; it would either escape notice or 
be responded to with comparative equanimity. The 
pause and prolonged stare with nudgings of companions 
to impart discovery could perhaps be passed over ; 
feverishly sustained conversation might be successful 
in diverting his attention from it. But if the recogni- 
tion found audible expression, the worst had happened. 
A silent black gloom would overspread his spirits, and 
all further enjoyment of the walk was at an end. 

A contrasting picture must be presented to dis- 
tinguish between this attitude and that of insensi- 
bility to human sympathy. It was at a mass meeting 
of working men, when emotion had been stirred both 
in his audience and in himself by the concluding 
passages of his speech. The roar of prolonged cheering 
that followed did not fully satisfy the feeling that had 
been aroused, and the front ranks of the meeting broke 
and thronged towards the platform. Its occupants, 
conscious of his normal attitude, came hurriedly 
forward to stop the onrush. But with a quick gesture 
of comprehension he interfered. ‘* Don’t stop them, 
let them come!” he said imperatively, and then 
stood forward, his own eyes shining with the contagion 
of feeling, while the long line of excited men leapt up 
one by one on to the platform to pass and shake him 
by the hand. This was the real thing, and perhaps 
his capacity for recognising it will partly explain his 
angry impatience with what he held to be sham 
imitations of it. 


CHAPTER II 


1880-1882 


LEADERSHIP IN THE LORDS 


THE general election of 1880 had issued in the most 
severe defeat which the Conservative party had known 
since the great Reform Bill or was to know again till 
the cataclysm of 1906. The Liberals came back with 
a majority of 107 of their own men over the Con- 
servatives. With the 65 Irish Nationalists who had 
hitherto always been reckoned as their supporters, 
their parliamentary majority was 172. 

Lord Salisbury passed the period of the election 
at Biarritz, where he was recovering from the severe 
illness from which he had suffered in the winter, and 
the greater part of 1880 was devoted to the task of 
completing this convalescence. He returned from 
Biarritz to join his colleagues in the formalities of 
surrendering office, but left England again in June 
for Homburg. By then, troubles were already be- 
ginning to gather round the new Ministry. Its op- 
ponents traced them to the election oratory which had 
helped them to power, but in one important direction 
the immediately originating cause was a calamity of 
nature. The distress which followed the disastrous 
harvest of 1879 was especially acute in Ireland; in 
the over- populated districts of the west it almost 
amounted to famine. Discontent was inevitable ; 
agitators were on the spot prompt to guide it along 
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the lines of race and class antagonism, and when the 
Liberal Government took office, a ferment of disorder 
was already at work. Their first attempt at dealing 
with it was crude. They introduced a Bill? to sus- 
pend for the time being the landlord’s power of 
eviction for non-payment of rent. That power was 
the only security which the law provided for recovery 
of the debt, and as an agitation against payment, 
irrespective of capacity, was already in full progress 
throughout the island, and was being supported by a 
series of agrarian crimes, the proposed measure was 
repudiated by many outside the ranks of the Con- 
servative party. One of the Ministers, Lord Lans- 
downe, resigned rather than consent to it; seventy 
of their followers in the House of Commons refused to 
vote for it ; and when it was rejected in the House of 
Lords by an overwhelming majority drawn from both 
sides of the House, Ministers acquiesced with scarcely 
more than a verbal protest. It was a bad start. 

The other two parliamentary incidents which are 
alluded to in the following letter from Homburg to 
Lady John Manners were the Ground Game Act, in- 
troduced that session by Sir William Harcourt, and 
the scandals evolved by parliamentary mismanage- 
ment from Mr. Bradlaugh’s refusal to take the oath 
of allegiance. 


To Lady John Manners, July 8, 1880. 


“IT am leading a perfectly idiotic existence—so 
forgive me if my letter bears traces of it. I have 
ceased to be able to understand much about English 
politics—only I have a dim apprehension that we shall 
none of us have any rents, rabbits or religion when 
the session is over, so you had much better bring 
Lord John over here. I do not see any rabbits—nor 


? The Compensation for Disturbance, Ireland, Bill. 


“CAPTAIN BOYCOTT ” 37 


much religion, but I have reason to believe (from what 
I pay myself) that rents are flourishing. Here we 
only care for-one kind of legislation—that by which 
the beneficent Dr. Dietz regulates the diets of his 
votaries. . . . We walk like twopenny postmen—we 
drink (salt water) like fishes, and, when we are not 
engaged in one of those two operations, we repair the 
waste of exhausted nature by slumber. The terrors 
of the next walk, or the next drink, fill up the mind, 
to the entire exclusion of the frivolities with which 
the night watchers of St. Stephen’s torment them- 
selves.” 

The rest of the year was spent abroad in Switzer- 
land or on the Riviera, except for a short interval in 
the autumn when he took his share in the Opposition 
campaign of criticism with speeches at Taunton, 
Hackney, and Woodstock. The main theme was Ire- 
land and the rapidly increasing disorder there. It 
was early in this autumn that an elaborately organised 
ostracism, extending to a deprivation of all the neces- 
saries of life, was established against a Captain Boy- 
cott, a land agent, with his family and household and 
all who worked for him. Under the direction of the 
recently formed Land League, this form of pressure 
was rapidly reproduced in other parts of Ireland and, 
enforced as it was by the threats and outrages of mid- 
night marauders, became a supremely effective weapon 
of coercion in the League’s hands. The administra- 
tion was impotent, rents were defiantly withheld, and 
the challenged class, with rare exceptions, submitted 
helplessly to the denial of their rights. 

Lord Beaconsfield, from his sick solitude at Hughen- 
den, was indignant at their want of spirit. His own 
courage never showed to finer perfection than in this 
last year of his life. Oppressed by the extreme of 
physical weakness, in difficulties about money, in utter 
domestic loneliness, he constantly refused to acquiesce 
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for his party in the defeat which he accepted as the 
close of his own career. He turned increasingly for 
sympathy to the colleague in whom he recognised a 
kindred spirit. Lord Salisbury went down to Hughen- 
den in October and, during the winter, the two carried 
on a correspondence,—discussing plans for the future, 
canvassing the possibilities of defection in the enemy’s 
ranks, or inveighing against the apathy or timidity 
of their less militant followers. 

One subject which was discussed between them 
was the older man’s inevitably approaching with- 
drawal and his wish to be succeeded in the leadership 
of the party by his lieutenant in the Lords. He spoke 
of it to himself and insisted upon it to his family ;— 
he wanted to have the question settled ;—no other 
nomination was possible. This anxiety intensified his 
annoyance with a medical edict forbidding Lord 
Salisbury’s return home from Nice in time for the 
meeting of Parliament : ‘‘ One of my dreams was that 
in February I should be sitting behind you in the 
House of Lords and that you would be leading H.M.’s 
Opposition. .. . I think your absence deplorable, 
but your presence at the sacrifice of your health 
would be calamitous ”’ 1 (December 27, 1880). 

The weather reinforced the authority of the doctors’ 
timetable. It was at the end of this January that 
a famous snowstorm swept over England, suspend- 
ing the railway service and isolating London from 
supplies for forty-eight hours. Lord Salisbury did 
not get back till February 19. His leader’s gallant 
struggle was then approaching its last stage and two 
months later the end came. In moving in the House 
of Lords for the erection of a national monument to 
the dead statesman, he used language which was note- 
worthy, in view of his earlier years of antagonism : 

1 Life of Disraeli, vol. vi. p. 595. 
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“ Ihave not the same title to speak on this subject 
as many of those beside me have, because my close 
political connection with him was comparatively 
recent. But it lasted through anxious and difficult 
times, when the character of men is plainly seen by 
those who work with them. And upon me, as I 
believe upon all others who have worked with him, 
his patience, his gentleness, his unswerving and un- 
selfish loyalty to his colleagues and his fellow-labourers, 
have made an impression which will never leave me 
as long as life endures.” (Hansard, May 9, 1881.) 


99 


** Le roi est mort : unfortunately, the proverb 
applies only to the untroubled successions of heredity. 
The public of party clubs, lobbyists, and newspapers, 
having paid its respectful farewell to the dead states- 
man, turned with avidity to discuss the devolution 
of his double office as leader in the Lords and of the 
Conservative party in the country. The press teemed 
with articles and paragraphs hinting inspiration from 
various authoritative sources, and debating more or 
less invidiously the qualities and defects of the person- 
alities involved. To the leadership in the Lords the 
Duke of Richmond, by prescriptive right of previous 
tenure, had the most immediate claim. He was a 
man of independent will and cautious judgment, one 
of the leading authorities in the country on agri- 
culture, with whom, on the squire side of him, Lord 
Salisbury had many points of contact. A newspaper 
paragraph announced, as a fact known to those behind 
the scenes, that he had a marked personal dislike to 
Lord Salisbury. The Duke wrote indignantly sug- 
gesting a public denial; a little uneasy, perhaps, as 
to how far his colleague might credit the malicious 
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gossip: ‘I contend that the editor has no right to 
assert that I dislike you. I should like to tell him in 
parliamentary language that he was a liar.” Lord 
Salisbury deprecated taking any notice of the para- 
graph, but, with a compelling simplicity, set the 
Duke’s mind at rest as to any evil results to be feared 
from it. “It did not occur to me to attach the 
slightest importance to the statement, because I knew 
you had always been very indulgent to me—more 
than my uneven temper sometimes deserves—and 
that you could have no cause for shewing that in- 
dulgence if you disliked me ” (April 28, 1881). 
Though there were said to be dissidents, there 
was never any uncertainty as to the decision of the 
Conservative peers to choose Lord Salisbury as their 
leader. On the other hand, there was from the first, 
in spite of Lord Beaconsfield’s known views upon the 
subject, a preponderating opinion against nominating 
him also as leader of the party. The reasons for this 
were partly no doubt personal, but, more powerfully, 
institutional. Cautious men might be alarmed as to 
where his militant advocacy and indifference to 
criticism might lead them; Tory democrats might 
suspect him of reactionary Conservatism. But at 
least as strong as either of these influences was the 
jealousy felt by ‘‘ Commons’ men” for the prerogatives 
of their own House. The wife of one of these col- 
leagues, Lady John Manners, appears, nevertheless, to 
have entered the lists in support of his full leadership ; 
writing both to himself and to Mr. W. H. Smith on 
the subject. In his answer, having told her that the 
Duke of Richmond and Lord Cairns were going to 
propose and second his election as leader in the Lords, 
he added: “ Their view inclines to the expediency 
of leaving alone for the present all questions of 
‘party’ leadership; and in this I am disposed to 
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think they are right. The difficulties in the way of 
any other course would be considerable’ (May 3, 
1881). Mr. Smith was more explicit in deprecating 
her suggestion : 


Mr. W. H. Smith to Lady John Manners, May 4, 1881. 


*“ No one can have any doubt that, if his health 
remains good, Lord Salisbury is the natural leader of 
the Conservative party in the House of Lords, and I 
do not doubt that in all questions of policy which 
affect the interests of the party as a whole, he will 
consult with Northcote and his late colleagues in the 
House of Commons in order that we may present a 
united front to the enemy. 

‘It is in the House of Commons that the great 
battle will have to be fought, and there the policy of 
the party will from time to time have to be announced 
and asserted. JI am sure Lord Salisbury will recognise 
this.” 


The decision actually come to was a compromise 
on this exclusively House of Commons’ view. On 
May 9, Lord Salisbury was unanimously elected as 
leader of the Conservatives in the House of Lords, 
and at the same time the public was given to under- 
stand that he and Sir Stafford Northcote ! would lead 
the party in the country as a duumvirate with equal 
powers. 

This decision may be taken as having been repre- 
sentative of parliamentary opinion at the time—with 
probably a concession on the part of the majority to 
the more ardent feelings of Lord Salisbury’s personal 
advocates. Four years later, the Queen’s selection 
of him to the post of first authority was accepted not 
only with unanimity but as a matter of course. This 

1 Sir Stafford Northcote had led the Conservative party in the House 


of Commons since 1876, when Mr. Disraeli went to the House of Lords. He 
had been Chancellor of the Exchequer in the late Cabinet. 
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change of attitude on the House of Commons’ front 
and back benches was undoubtedly induced by the 
gift for popular leadership which had been revealed 
in him in the interval. The primacy from which he 
had believed himself to be for ever excluded by the 
advent of democracy came to him in the event on the 
most democratic of titles—the unequivocal demand of 
the electorate over-riding all intermediate parlia- 
mentary prejudices. 

His first session as leader in the House of Lords 
was on the whole a peaceful one. It was an Irish 
session, devoted by the Liberal Government to the 
pursuit of what was then their favourite prescription 
for the pacification of Ireland; a combination of 
concession and coercion which deprived either policy 
of any chance of success. The coercive element was 
supplied on this occasion by a Suspects Act, which 
empowered the Irish Government to arrest anyone 
on suspicion and detain him indefinitely in prison 
without trial. The ‘‘ remedial ’’ element consisted in 
a Land Bill based on what were familiarly known as 
the three F’s. It deprived the landlords of all control 
over their property and, incidentally, of a substantial 
fraction of its value, and was profoundly shocking to 
the ideas of British Conservatism. But it was less so 
to those of the Irish landlords themselves. The custom, 
long prevalent on the majority of their estates, which 
relieved them of all charges for equipment had 
necessarily also limited their opportunities for direction 
and management. The Land Act of 1870 had further 
diminished these, and with Midlothian denunciations 
still ringing in their ears, and a general strike against 
rent threatened at their doors, they were not inclined 
to risk anything for the preservation of what was left. 

Lord Salisbury had recognised from the first the 
hopelessness of championing a cause so defended. In 
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the winter he had written to Lord Beaconsfield, who 
had been anxious for resistance to the uttermost : 
“We are left: with a choice of giving in or else of 
being Hibernio Hiberniores.”” He now criticised the 
Bill drastically in debate, denounced both the prin- 
ciples which it embodied and the methods which it 
employed, and prophesied its failure as a message of 
peace to Ireland. But so far as action went, he 
contented himself with proposing one or two amend- 
ments of no great importance, which, after some show 
of resistance and a compromise effected on minor 
points, were accepted by Government. 

His predictions as to the failure of the Act as a 
message of peace were justified in the course of the 
same autumn. One side were embittered, the other 
were not satisfied. ‘‘ You have put the tenant into 
bed with the landlord,”’ was an Irishman’s comment, 
‘““and his only cry will be, ‘One more kick and the 
beggar’s on the floor!’” The situation was aggra- 
vated by the anger which the working of the Suspects 
Act aroused. Though the obligation of supporting 
the executive in the face of disorder kept Lord Salis- 
bury silent in public, he expressed in private his dis- 
like of this measure and his disbelief in its efficacy. 
It was one thing in his view to strengthen executive 
power for the punishment of crime or, in so far as it 
was necessary for the preservation of order, to enlarge 
the categories of crime by legislation : it was quite 
another to lock up men against whom no offence 
could be proved and keep them indefinitely in prison 
at the arbitrary will of a Minister or police official. 
His passion for individual liberty reinforced his judg- 
ment in its conviction that the measure would prove 
as ineffectual as it was provocative. Largely under 
the influence of its provocation the Nationalist leaders 
set themselves deliberately to secure a bad reception 
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for the Land Act. They openly incited the peasantry 
to further claims on their landlords’ property: Mr. 
Gladstone denounced their ‘“‘ gospel of plunder ” ; and 
in October Mr. Parnell and two of his House of 
Commons’ lieutenants were arrested under the Sus- 
pects Act and lodged in Kilmainham Gaol. “If I 
were Parnell I would never forgive it,’ was Lord 
Salisbury’s muttered exclamation when he read the 
news. Something of the same spirit, though dis- 
ciplined to responsible caution, could be detected in 
his speech on the opening day of the session in the 
following February : 


‘“‘ One of the Ministers of the Crown stated during 
the Recess that coercion was natural to the Tories. 
If it is not natural to the Liberals I can only say that 
they acclimatise to it very readily. Since the Revolu- 
tion, I imagine that Parliament has never met under 
such circumstances as are existing now. Has there 
ever been a time when the representatives of the people 
have been detained in prison by the authority of a 
Minister of the Crown under a suspension of the 
Habeas Corpus Act at the time when Parliament met ? 
Has there ever been such a thing as 60,000 men being 
found necessary to keep up the faint vestiges of order 
now remaining in Ireland? Has there ever been a 
time when 500 men have been kept in prison simply 
on the authority of a Minister, without trial or proof 
of guilt?” (Hansard, February 7, 1882.) 


He qualified this condemnation by recognising 
the exclusive right of ‘‘ the responsible Ministers of 
the Crown ”’ to decide as to what steps were necessary 
for the preservation of order, and by admitting that 
the arrest of the leaders might have been justified by 
success, if it had not been deferred until their influence 
was already fully established. The one thing that was 
self-evident was the total failure of that policy of 
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‘‘ conciliation ’’ to which the fortunes of the Irish 
landlords had been sacrificed. 

Indeed, the condition of Ireland during that winter 
and spring of 1881-82 was worse than it had been 
within living memory,—worse than it was to be again 
for more than thirty years. Mr. Parnell had retorted 
on his arrest by issuing a ‘“‘ No rent”? manifesto, in 
which he exhorted all tenants throughout Ireland 
to withhold their rents altogether until their leaders 
were liberated. It was generally complied with. Such 
evictions for non-payment as were attempted had in 
each case to be carried out with the assistance of 
two or three hundred soldiers and police. Though 
the prisons overflowed with suspects, outrages in- 
creased. Achieved murders were relatively few; it 
may be that on that very account their details, 
whether of pathos or atrocity, struck the public 
imagination with the greater force. Their restriction 
in number was partly due to the elaborate measures 
taken for individual protection. When the House of 
Commons met in February ’82, the Chief Secretary, 
Mr. Forster, stated that there were over 1300 persons 
living under constant guard of soldiers and policemen. 
The statistics of lesser crimes reached a figure of thou- 
sands—midnight raids, the beating and “ carding ”’ 
of men and women, the burning of buildings, the 
wholesale mutilation and torture of cattle, boycotting, 
intimidation, and, as the constantly accompanying 
result, the law of the Land League everywhere super- 
seding the law of the land. 

Contrasted with the terrible experiences reserved 
for a later generation, the record may not appear 
shocking, but the England of that day was stirred by 
it to a horror-struck indignation that reacted against 
the Government which allowed such things to con- 
tinue. Ministers replied only with deprecations that 
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were almost cries of despair. Speaking at Liverpool 
in April, Lord Salisbury having traced the trouble 
primarily to the fatal policy which had been pursued 
of trying to appease disorder by the repeated transfer 
of other people’s property to those who were guilty of 
it, poured scorn upon this plea of “inherent im- 
possibility ”’ : 

“You may talk of difficulties as you will, but 
everyone knows perfectly well that if Ireland were 
under the government of the German Emperor, or 
the Indian Viceroy, or the French Republic, or the 
American Republic, the present state of things would 
not last. Under it, liberty has become a farce, con- 
stitutional rights a mere superstition, and, whatever 
the means employed may be,—however much they 
may threaten the cohesion of the party now in power 
—repressive measures must be adopted.” (April 14, 
1882.) 


A fortnight later the Government’s position re- 
ceived a further shock through the publication of the 
transaction which came to be known popularly as the 
Kilmainham Treaty. It originated in the urgent 
desire of Ministers to get Mr. Parnell out of prison 
again at any cost. It was not easy, as, no sentence 
having been pronounced upon him, there was no auto- 
matic limitation to his confinement but the expiration 
of the Suspects Act. Incitement to disorder had been 
the reason announced for his arrest, and to save 
official consistency it was necessary, therefore, that 
he should be induced in some form or other to recant 
this incitement. He was approached through a con- 
fidential intermediary. Ministers pledged themselves 
to introduce legislation for the relief of tenant farmers 
who were in arrears with their rents, and he, in return, 
promised to secure a cessation of the crime and 
intimidation which at present ravaged Ireland. In 
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the words of the intermediary employed, ‘‘ The con- 
spiracy which has been used to get up boycotting and 
outrages would now be used to put them down.” The 
secrecy with which this negotiation was conducted in- 
evitably broke down and only served to add a more 
sinister colour to the transaction. When its terms 
had been dragged piecemeal from the reluctant lips 
of Ministers in the House of Commons, there was a 
general outcry of wrath which was not confined to the 
Opposition ranks. The British conscience, more sen- 
sitive on such points than it has since become, was 
profoundly shocked at the Queen’s Ministers having 
accepted help from a man who could claim control 
over a criminal organisation. Mr. Forster and Lord 
Cowper, the Chief Secretary and the Lord Lieutenant of 
Ireland, resigned office rather than be parties to the 
arrangement ; their action was supported by a con- 
siderable section of Liberal opinion, and it was believed 
by sanguine Tories that a dissolution at that moment 
would have reversed the verdict of two years before. 
Strong in their consciousness of popular support, they 
gave full vent to their feelings in the House of Com- 
mons, and in a series of recriminatory scenes, taunts 
were flung at the Treasury Bench such as few British 
Ministers have had to endure. 

When the subject came up for debate in the House 
of Lords a week or two later, Lord Salisbury approached 
it from a wholly different angle. The personal ele- 
ment was hardly touched upon in his gravely judicial 
analysis of the bargain’s essential character. He began 
by defining his own attitude towards the rival methods 
of conciliation and coercion : 


‘*Much has been said in the present debate about 
conciliation and the value of conciliatory measures 
to Ireland. I am very far indeed from disputing that 
view or from wishing to adopt any other tone in 
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dealing with the Irish question. I am fully aware 
of the enormous superiority of methods of conciliation 
over methods of coercion, where methods of concilia- 
tion can be successfully applied. But, unfortunately, 
conciliatory legislation and deterrent legislation differ 
in one most material particular. Conciliatory legis- 
lation is infinitely superior, but it depends for its 
efficacy on the circumstances under which it is used, 
and on the manner in which it is applied. Deterrent 
legislation, if vigorous and strong, at least deters, 
whatever the value of that process may be, but con- 
ciliatory legislation only conciliates where there is a 
full belief on the part of those with whom you are 
dealing that you are acting on a principle of justice 
and not on motives of fear. Where there is a sus- 
picion or a strong belief that your conciliatory measures 
have been extorted from you by the violence which 
they are meant to put a stop to, all the value of that 
conciliation is taken away.” 


He dwelt, in carefully impartial language, on the 
fatality with which, whatever may have been their 
motives, the conciliatory action of Her Majesty’s 
present Ministers had throughout been so timed and 
conditioned as to enforce the belief that it originated 
as blackmail offered to outrage-mongers. This Treaty 
of Kilmainham was a culminating instance, and he 
closed his speech on a note of prophetic warning more 
sad than denunciatory : 


* This belief which H.M.G. have contrived to im- 
press on the Irish peasantry is not a belief which will 
hamper their legislation or hinder their policy alone. 
The measures of the last two years have so deeply 
impressed on the minds of all—whether they are loyal 
to England or the reverse, whether they approve the 
policy of the Government or the reverse—that each 
successive step has been extorted by a constantly 
rising demand of agitation and of outrage that for 
years and generations the impression will remain. It 
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will be a shadow that will fall not only on the path of 
this Government, but on the path of many future 
Governments that will succeed it. It will hinder every 
effort at conciliation. It will make the necessity of 
coercion again and again a lamentable incident in 
English policy, and therefore the Treaty of Kilmain- 
ham—not only of itself, but as the culminating point 
and the typical instance of the system on which the 
Government have proceeded in their legislation to- 
wards Ireland—will long be remembered as the cause 
of constantly increasing evils in Ireland, and as 
threatening with serious danger the connection which 
is of vital importance to both countries.” (Hansard, 
June 5, 1882.) 


The Irish leaders had been successfully got out of 
prison, but any prospect of their co-operation in the 
task of stopping crime by consent was dispelled with 
sinister rapidity. Mr. Parnell had probably overrated 
his influence with the physical force party,—in any 
case, he was not allowed the time in which to exercise 
it. Four days after his release the news of the 
Phoenix Park murders, with the shock of horror which 
it sent through the country, decided without appeal 
the question of an immediate strengthening of criminal 
procedure in Ireland. A ‘‘ Peace Preservation Bill” 
was introduced, far more effective for its purpose than 
the Coercion Act of the previous year. The Nationalist 
members went at once into opposition, resisted the Bill 
to the uttermost of their power, and from that moment 
declared unremitting war against its authors. 

In parliamentary society the feelings roused by 
this crime were intensified into a personal emotion 
by the inclusion—accidental as it was subsequently 
found to have been—of Lord Frederick Cavendish, the 
new Chief Secretary, as one of the victims. His long 
membership of the House, his family relationships in 
the political world, and his own charm of character, 
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all contributed to the effect produced, and it was 
emphasised by his close connection with the Prime 
Minister himself. He had been for years Mr. Glad- 
stone’s private secretary, and was the husband of a 
much-loved niece. A slight incident can be recalled 
which was typical of the limitations of Lord Salisbury’s 
political passion, even when it was inspired by the 
strongest convietions. On the day after the murders— 
a Sunday—a party of relations and intimate friends 
were dining in Arlington Street. Conversation was 
general, and occupied wholly with the news from 
Dublin—as was probably the case at every dinner- 
table in London that evening. Lord Salisbury was 
asked as to a public meeting in which he was engaged 
to speak that week. He said that he had already 
postponed it. ‘“‘ I suppose,’ commented one of the 
party lightly, “‘ that it would hardly do to attack the 
old man just now?” He assented with a brief mono- 
syllable, and then added in a tone so low as to be 
scarcely audible even to his next neighbour, and with 
a sudden painful contraction of his features, “‘ and 
besides, I couldn’t do it.”’ 

In due time the promised Arrears Bill was brought 
in. In itself a very minor detail in the story of the 
Irish question, its passage became the occasion for a 
significant incident in Lord Salisbury’s career as a 
political leader. Its object was, where poverty could 
be shown to exist, to wipe out the tenant’s arrears 
altogether; and it provided that, for this purpose, the 
State should share the loss with the landlord. It was 
contended on the Opposition side that the safe- 
guards provided against the dishonest as distinguished 
from the impoverished debtor were totally insufficient 
to protect the interests either of the tax-payers or the 
landlords. In the anarchy of principle in which Irish 
land tenure had become involved, Lord Salisbury did 
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not look upon the question in itself as one of much 
importance, and he was prepared to decide the action 
which he should recommend to his supporters by their 
wishes and by considerations of general expediency. 
In mid-July there appeared no doubt as to what the 
former were. The Conservative rank and file in both 
Houses were still under the influence of the excitement 
stirred in the country over the Kilmainham Treaty, 
and were in a militant mood. At a Carlton meeting 
the Commons members pressed the Lords to amend 
the Bill in the sense required and to adhere to their 
amendments. The Lords themselves went further, 
and were anxious to reject it on its second reading. 
The ‘“‘shadow Cabinet’? met, and two amendments 
were drawn up. Their logical defence was complete, 
but it was certain that the Government would refuse 
to accept them. In the view of the leaders this was 
an argument in their favour. A County Franchise Bill, 
involving a large measure of redistribution, was in 
prospect. It was the conviction of the Conservative 
party managers, supported by the hopes and inten- 
tions which were recurrently expressed by Radical 
orators, that the present large majority would be used 
for the purpose of manipulating the new constituencies 
in a manner fatal to Tory representation. A dis- 
solution at this moment would certainly reduce the 
present majority and would thereby make such 
tactics impossible. 

Lord Cairns was abroad, and Lord Salisbury wrote 
to report the decision to which he and their other 
colleagues had come : 


To Lord Cairns, July 21, 1882. 


‘“It would be too long to trouble you with the 
arguments which led us to these conclusions. Of 
course, their logical value in debate went for a great 


52 LORD SALISBURY 


deal, but we were further influenced by the informa- 
tion that reached, us on all sides, that the mass of the 
Conservative peers were anxious to reject the Bill on 
the second reading, and would only be restrained 
from that course by the promise of stiff amendments, 
and on the other hand by the opinion clearly. held by 
Northcote, Winn,? Cross, and Smith? (and myself), 
that if we could provoke a dissolution it would be a 
good thing.” 


The information referred to proved correct. At 
a meeting of Conservative peers called in Arlington 
Street on July 21, the day on which the Bill passed 
its third reading in the Commons, the only difficulty 
was to persuade them to moderation. ‘‘ Most of those 
who spoke,” Lord Salisbury wrote to Lord Cairns, 
‘intimated that they had come with the intention 
of insisting on resistance on the second reading.” 
Two of them sent messages that they must refuse to 
vote for anything less final; only one speaker de- 
murred to the amendments as being too strong. 
“They, however, consented to my _ proposals,—I 
pledging myself that, if they forbore to oppose the 
second reading and carried these amendments, I 
would, in any event, vote for them to the end.” 

On the last day of July the amendments were put 
to the vote in the House of Lords and carried by large 
majorities, Lord Salisbury repeating in public the 
pledge which he had taken in private that he would 
adhere to them as “vital.” Their consideration by 
the Commons was fixed for a week later, During the 
interval Mr. Gladstone allowed it to be known that 
he would insist upon his own text to the point of dis- 
solving Parliament if the Lords persisted in their 

1 Mr. Roland Winn, chief Conservative Whip. Created Lord St. Oswald 
in 1885, when Mr, Akers Douglas succeeded him as chief Whip. 


2 Mr. (subsequently Viscount) Cross and Mr. W. H. Smith—Sir Stafford 
Northcote’s principal lieutenants in the House of Commons. 
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rejection of it. The threat, though it must have been 
anticipated, produced a remarkable revulsion of feel- 
ing among Conservatives in the Lower House. The 
electoral auguries were no longer so favourable as they 
had been a week or two before. The bombardment 
of Alexandria had obscured Irish affairs in public 
interest; the savage scenes by which the passing of 
the Peace Preservation Act through the Commons had 
been accompanied had largely exonerated Liberals 
from the damning imputation of being in alliance with 
the friends of criminals. Confidence in victory, 
buoyant a few weeks earlier, was now nowhere so 
strong as to drown the inevitable outcries of individual 
members conscious of insecure seats. Sir Stafford 
forwarded some of their protests to his colleague,— 
though with a quite unmoved recommendation to 
ignore their contents. It was not the only occasion 
of emergency when his unruffled placidity put to shame 
the hesitations of more truculent combatants. 

The amendments were rejected in the House of 
Commons on Tuesday, August 8, and the 10th was 
fixed for the final vote of the Upper House, on which 
the fate of the Bill would depend. On Monday had 
come a letter from Lord Cairns, who had had in fact 
no responsibility for the original decision, saying that 
he could not follow his colleague further and intended, 
therefore, to leave for Scotland on Wednesday night. 
Even after this secession a ‘“‘ diminished vote ’’ seems 
to have been the extent of Lord Salisbury’s fears. Ex- 
cept from two individuals, he received no intimation 
whatever, either by word or letter, of any change of 
purpose on the part of his followers, and to his tem- 
perament it was inconceivable that men who had 
spoken as they had done on July 21 could act as they 
now intended to act on August 10. He invited them 
to meet him at Arlington Street that morning for a 
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final discussion of the afternoon’s programme, and that 
evening wrote to his wife, who was abroad, an account 
of the meeting and its sequel. The attendance was 
ominously small. 


To Lady Salisbury, August 10, 1882. 


‘““The peers have distinguished themselves... . 
The meeting came to-day. I made a strong represen- 
tation of the danger of accepting Gladstone’s terms 
and said that I in any case felt bound to vote against 
them. Then the Irishmen got up one after the other 
and advised surrender,—some qualifying it by saying 
that, if I insisted, they would vote with me. Most, 
however, said they would not. Richmond made a 
speech against me saying he would not. Carnarvon 
and Cranbrook said they would vote with me, but 
! This went on for some time. At last I begged 
them to divide—those who were for resistance to one 
side and those who were against it to the other... . 
In all about twenty supported me. On the other side 
there were sixty. Of course, in this state of things 
it was useless going to a division in the House. I 
accordingly informed the House frankly of what had 
happened ; said that if it were in my power I would 
gladly throw out the Bill, but, as I was in a small 
minority, I should not divide. . 

‘“* This is a tremendous smash, and I fear must in- 
evitably lead to a split between Cairns and me next 
year. For it is clear that we can only act on second 
readings now, and on those he will probably not go 
with me. The first cause of the defection is prob- 
oD the panic of the Commons at impending election 

ills 29 


The report contained in this letter is practically a 
repetition of the concluding sentences of the speech 
which he had just delivered in the House of Lords 
when he wrote it. He had briefly recapitulated his 
objections to the Bill as it stood, and had then given a 
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frank but unrecriminatory account of the opposition 
which he had met with among his followers : 


“TI found that the overwhelming majority of their 
Lordships were of opinion that, in the present state of 
affairs, especially those which have recently arisen 
in Ireland and in Egypt, it is not expedient that the 
Arrears Bill should be thrown out. I do not share in 
that opinion. If I had had the power I would have 
thrown out the Bill. I find myself, however, in a 
small minority, and therefore I shall not divide the 
House.” (Hansard, August 10, 1882.) 


It would be difficult to find any defence for the 
conduct of the Conservative peers on this occasion, 
taken as a whole,—though that is by no means to 
beg the question as to which of the two contradictory 
positions they took up in the course of three weeks 
was, on its merits, the wiser. What we are here con- 
cerned with, for its characteristic quality, is the public 
proclamation of his defeat with which Lord Salisbury 
brought the incident to a close. It was quite un- 
expected, and was generally and strongly condemned 
at the time. When followers threaten desertion upon 
a question which is not of the first importance, two 
alternative surrenders are traditionally prescribed by 
the requirements of party unity. Their leader may 
induce them by private objurgation to continue along 
the chosen route in despite of their own wishes, or he 
may preserve his relative position towards them by 
overtaking their rereward movement. Lord Salis- 
bury did neither. He put no pressure: so far as can 
be seen in the accounts of the Arlington Street meeting 
he did not even remind his audience of the valiant 
protestations so recently made and so unblushingly 
recanted. But, on the other hand, he refused to be 
himself coerced into participating in their change of 
front. The indifference with which he thus made 
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public the disunion of his party and his own failure to 
control it appeared positively indecent in the eyes of 
parliamentary critics, and it was freely declared that 
he had gravely endangered, if not fatally destroyed, 
the success and permanence of his lead. 

Things did not work out in that way. His in- 
fluence in the House grew steadily stronger from this 
period, and he never again had to face any similar 
situation. One result of his candour which his critics 
failed to appreciate, and which was in fact undesigned 
—his letter to his wife shows how spontaneously, and 
in his own eyes inevitably, he acted—was to make 
his followers at least as anxious as himself to avoid a 
repetition of the experience. They could not in their 
hearts dispute his right to act in his own person in 
adherence to his published pledge, and his abstention 
from all comment or reproach made their responsibility 
for the resulting situation only more vividly apparent 
to their consciousness. The reply made by a sporting 
member of the recalcitrant majority, when asked how 
the speech had been received by his companions, need 
be suspected of no more than picturesque exaggera- 
tion: “ We sat silent,”’ he said glumly, ‘“ looking like 
a pack of whipped hounds; and,” after a pause, ‘“‘that 
is what we felt like.” 

This preference for asserting himself by indepen- 
dent action rather than by coercive pressure was not 
often displayed, because the occasion did not often 
arise. He was the reverse of autocratic, and both 
in his Cabinet and with his parliamentary followers 
he generally succeeded in achieving agreement be- 
forehand by diplomatic means. But when a differ- 
ence had to be insisted upon, the method which always 
attracted him was an announcement of the direction 
in which he proposed travelling, with a suggestion, 
implied or expressed, that those who differed from 
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him should follow their own path. The year before, 
when his cautious second-in-command had protested 
against some project of militant persistence (which 
in the event was never called for), he reported to his 
wife the advice which he had offered, with Lord 
Cairns’ not surprising deprecation of it: “‘ I told him 
that if he did not agree with me he should head a de- 
tachment into the other lobby,—but he observed that 
that would be very disagreeable.” 

Issue was rarely joined in such a precise fashion. 
But fugitive discontents were not infrequently met by 
some such intimation of independent purpose, accom- 
panied by an unreserved recognition of the malcon- 
tents’ right to a similar freedom. This attitude, in 
the very simplicity of its self-dependence, was realised 
as being immovable and was effectual in discouraging 
further remonstrance. 

One protest which, through an accident, only 
reached him after the issue had been decided, would 
have caused him some embarrassment had he had to 
reply to it before the event. The Queen wrote him a 
letter under cover to Lady Salisbury, not knowing 
that the latter was out of England. In this, without 
entering upon the merits of the question, she appealed 
to him, for her sake, to avoid producing a collision 
between the Houses,—excusing her approach to him 
by a reminder of the assurances which he had given 
her when he left office that he would be ready at any 
time to place his personal service at her disposal.' 
He was able, as things were, to preface his reply by 
congratulating her upon the event, however adverse 
it might be to his own views of the public interest. 
His letter,? which was the first he addressed to her as 
a responsible political leader, was marked by the note 
of personal devotion and also of candour which charac- 

1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 2nd series, vol. ili. p. 820. 2 Ibid. p. 327. 
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terised his long correspondence with her. \ He and his 
colleagues, he said, had no doubt decided upon their 
policy in ignorance of circumstances which might be 
present to Her Majesty’s mind: he expressed deep 
regret that it had not met with her approval, and still 
more at his having been the means of causing her even 
temporary uneasiness. But he made no suggestion 
that, had he received the letter earlier, he would have 
acted differently. He went fully into all the circum- 
stances and repeated the story much as it has been 
told here, stating the reason for his final persistence 
with a brief sufficiency which witnessed to his con- 
fidence in her comprehension : He had given a public 
pledge “‘ which, of course, he had not felt at liberty 
to repudiate afterwards.” He concluded by touching 
upon his grounds for believing that it would have been 
to the advantage of “‘ both the Crown and the nation ” 
if the crisis had in fact culminated, according to her 
fears, in a dissolution of Parliament. 

This unrepentant apologia appears to have been 
found convincing. Two years afterwards, in a similar 
emergency, though of larger importance, she renewed 
her appeal for his assistance, but did not accompany 
it by a suggestion of surrender. 


CHAPTER III 


1883 


OUTSIDE PARLIAMENT 


THE stormy session of 1882 was followed by a period 
of salutary dulness in Parliament ;— representative 
of the brief pause which intervened between the sub- 
sidence of anarchy in Ireland and the onset of cata- 
strophe in Egypt. Politicians in both camps claimed 
credit for the restoration of Irish order, though it 
was primarily an administrative victory. The new Act 
assisted in the work by freeing executive action 
from hampering restrictions, but it was the vigorous 
efficiency which the police organisation attained under 
Lord Spencer’s Vice-Royalty that was the immediate 
agent in the improvement. Within a year of the 
crime’s commission the Phoenix Park murderers were 
identified and convicted, and the achievement did not 
stand alone. Outrages could no longer count upon 
impunity, and steadily diminished in number and 
audacity. The Liberal Lord-Lieutenant and the men 
working under him had justified Lord Salisbury’s re- 
jection of the political plea of “ impossibility.” Under 
varying political direction this force remained an 
effectual weapon against the criminal element in Irish 
unrest until it was scrapped by its employers twenty- 
five years later. 

This interval of comparative political peace was 
fitly inaugurated for Lord Salisbury by a family 
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function on a large scale at Hatfield. His eldest son 
came of age in October ’82, and the event was cele- 
brated according to traditional usage. All who were 
concerned, however remotely, with the estate, from 
the Hatfield school children and labourers to the 
gentry throughout Hertfordshire, were entertained at 
a series of festivities which continued for a week or 
ten days. Lord Salisbury remained conscientiously 
on duty, but, except for presiding and speaking at the 
central function of the tenants’ dinner, his participa- 
tion in the gaieties was of a passive order. A distinc- 
tive gentleness characterised his address in all social 
relations. The Rev. L. G. Mylne,? who soon after his 
ordination took holiday duty for a few weeks as chap- 
lain at Hatfield, described the contrasting impression 
left upon him by the manner of his host and hostess 
respectively as that of “‘ sweetness and light.”’ But the 
genial expansiveness which is generally associated with 
the country gentleman at home did not come naturally 
to Lord Salisbury and he made no attempt to simulate 
it: the finely polished if rather impersonal courtesy 
with which he greeted his London guests served also 
to welcome his country neighbours of all classes and 
degrees. The only direction in which the squire 
asserted itself on such occasions was in his anxiety 
lest the household authorities should not have arranged 
for sufficient supplies. The possibility of his guests 
being stinted in either food or drink was a catastrophe 
the mere risk of which he refused to contemplate, and 
housewifely suggestions for moderation impelled him 
only to a more distrustful insistence on larger margins 
of provision. 

Just before these celebrations began, the Warden 
of Keble College, the Rev. E. S. Talbot,? wrote to ask 


1 Afterwards Bishop of Bombay. 
2 Afterwards Vicar of Leeds and Bishop of Southwark and Winchester. 
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him whether he would preside at a meeting for the 
promotion of a memorial to Dr. Pusey, who had died 
that year, and allow it to be held at his house in 
London. It was proposed to found an institute at 
Oxford which should serve as a centre for the study 
and defence of Christian doctrine. In his reply 
Lord Salisbury, while consenting to the request and 
expressing his entire approval of the scheme, urged 
that minor differences should as far as possible be 
ignored at the meeting and that no stress should be 
laid upon those Church views with which Dr. Pusey’s 
name was peculiarly associated. 


To the Rev. E. S. Talbot, October 18, 1882. 


** Our object is to increase and heighten religious 
learning ; the enemy whose working we seek to counter- 
act are the deniers of the Christian religion. It is 
important that so far as any language used at the 
meeting is of a controversial character, it should be 
directed to no narrower controversy. 

‘*T am writing in haste, but I say this because I 
think the object we have in view will fail if our efforts 
appear to the public to be directed towards contro- 
versies internal to the Church of England.” 


The Warden was sympathetic but appears to have 
entered a caveat against a possible assumption that 
the controversies in question were in themselves un- 
important, and Lord Salisbury, in writing after the 
meeting to congratulate him upon its tone and con- 
duct, explained further : 


To the Rev. E. S. Talbot, November 22, 1882. 


“JT quite accept your view that for the defence 
of the faith the full teaching of the faith, including 
that part of it which concerns Sacraments, is neces- 
sary. But the exceptional prominence into which the 
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doctrine of the Sacraments was thrust was a transitory 
condition—due to equally transient errors. They will 
not permanently .occupy so large a portion of the 
Christian field of view; they would be out of perspec- 
tive if they did so and would deform the symmetry 
of Christian teaching. How little is said now in any 
part of the Church about the twofold Nature, or the 
single Personality! Yet they once excited men’s 
passions more fiercely than Baptismal Regeneration 
or the Real Presence. 

“It was in that sense that I meant that Pusey’s 
work as an apologist would survive his contributions 
to the polemics of the day.” 


Some months of the following winter were spent 
abroad for the health of the youngest son of the 
family, which was at this time a source of constant 
anxiety to his parents. A villa was taken at Vales- 
cure, a suburb of St. Raphael’s among the Esterel 
Hills. Lady John Manners resumed her task of re- 
porting home gossip to Lord Salisbury during his stay 
abroad. She was distinguished among his female 
acquaintance for her success in engaging him in corre- 
spondence, and his letters to her during this decade 
are the only ones of a purely social character that sur- 
vive. To judge from the apologies for sins of delay 
or omission with which most of them open, he was 
not an easy subject for the enterprise. Nor does their 
substance induce great regret that it was not more 
often attempted. There were characteristic passages 
in them but, as a whole, they show not only less con- 
centration of thought, but less sparkle than his official 
letters to colleagues and ambassadors. In this Vales- 
cure correspondence one may note one passage for the 
rather unexpected explanation which it offers of an 
attitude often met with among Englishmen who have 
served abroad. Lady John had reported the fanatical 


PLATFORM SPEAKING 63 


championship with which a consular official, resident 
in Turkey, had spoken of the Turks: “It is very 
curious,” comments Lord Salisbury, ‘‘ how entirely 
Eastern minds subjugate a Western mind when they 
establish any hold over it. I have seen more than 
one case of Indian resident who has become the mere 
creature and instrument of the prince he is sent to 
control ” (December 28, 1882). But for the most part, 
like the humblest of polite letter writers, he relied for 
filling his pages upon criticisms of the weather and 
complaints of his lack of matter. 


Though parliamentary debating had slackened, the 
thirst of the electorate for platform oratory had still 
to be ministered to. Lord Salisbury’s speeches in 
the country rather gained in quality by the change 
of atmosphere. They were less pervaded by the 
spirit of debate; there was more room for digression 
into generalisations; his attacks upon his opponents, 
though as vigorous as ever, were more broadly inspired 
and were not limited by concentration on passing 
incidents. 

His success as a popular speaker had now passed 
beyond dispute and was witnessed to by the massed 
audiences that crowded to listen to him in every centre 
of industry which he visited. Its cause was not 
superficially apparent, for he was deficient in many 
of the qualities usually associated with the character. 
No one could claim for him that gift for establishing 
independent individual touch with an audience which 
is usually spoken of as “‘ personal magnetism.” It 
would, indeed, have been incongruous in a speaker 
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who, except under compulsion of grammar, had no 
use for the first person singular. Emotion was not 
prominent in his speeches. It was there, and even 
passion at times, but they were left to speak for them- 
selves and were rarely elaborated in appeal to the 
feelings or imagination of others. Sentimental bye- 
issues were rigidly excluded, and so was the whole 
chapter of appeals to a superior moral standard. 
Some contributory advantages he owned. His capacity 
for hard hitting was no doubt welcome to British mili- 
tancy. The crispness of his style, his gift for lucid 
statement, served to gain and hold the attention of 
minds unexercised in elaborate vocabularies ; the 
directness of his approach ; his claim to come to close 
quarters with facts ; the impression of solidity induced 
by his independence of other men’s opinions,—were 
all qualities to attract unsophisticated audiences, 
suspicious of subtleties, seeking some secure moral 
anchorage for their own inarticulate uncertainties. 
But there was one characteristic which was funda- 
mental in him and which offers the most satisfactory 
explanation of his success. It can best be described 
as an innate fidelity to type as an Englishman ;—an 
unconscious participation in the mentality, the sym- 
pathies, the points-of-view,—it may be the prejudices 
—which were his common inheritance with the race 
of men whom he was addressing. 

Apart from subjects of administrative controversy, 
abroad or in Ireland, he based the claim of the Con- 
servative party to working-class support primarily 
upon its championship of unity and economic security, 
though also from time to time throwing down a 
challenge in the name of liberty to the tyranny of 
Liberal philanthropists. The text from which he 
most frequently spoke was the moral evil as well as 
the economic fallacy of the “new Radicalism” of 
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which Mr. Chamberlain within the Cabinet and Sir 
Charles Dilke outside were then the most prominent, 
though not thé most advanced exponents. It was 
social rather than political in its objective, mainly 
addressed to the age-long discontent of the “‘ have- 
nots ” and, in its inspiration if not in its actual pro- 
posals, occupied much the same position as that of the 
present-day Labour Party. 


“ The Radical party has come to the front, a party 
whose power feeds and depends upon the existence 
of discontent. And as their power feeds upon the 
existence of discontent, so they are not only quick to 
find it out, but eager to encourage and to promote it 
when it does appear. If they find anywhere a crack 
that is tending to divide two classes in the community, 
they hasten to drive in the wedge and to split it into 
a chasm. . . . Of course I have no doubt that they 
will tell you that their mission is to hear of grievances 
and to obtain their redress. Yes! but a party whose 
mission it is to live entirely upon the discovery of 
grievances are apt to manufacture the element upon 
which they subsist.” 


He refused to admit the claim that such tactics 
were justified in the interests of the poor. 


‘** It is right to be forward in the defence of the 
poor; no system that is not just as between rich and 
poor can hope to survive.” 


But it was not the rich who would ultimately 
suffer the most from attacks on property ; it was the 
poor, whose greatest interest lay in the security that 
is bred of confidence. 


‘“‘ Depend upon it, in the long run it is the class 
which lives by industry that will be the sufferer when- 
ever Government departs from the right way. 

“« Tf the property of the rich could be divided among 
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the poor, how little value would it be to each in- 
dividual workman or shopkeeper in this great country. 
What is of all things important to them is that capital 
should flow, that employment should exist, that wages 
should fertilise the channels of commerce. ... In 
order that capital may flow, that employment may 
exist, enterprise must be free and enterprise must be 
secure.” 


In this connection he maintained that the luxuri- 
ous expenditure of certain members of the richer class, 
which bulked so largely in Radical philippics, was as 
much a system of insecurity as of superfluity. There 
would always be plenty of people willing to spend 
money on themselves instead of saving it for invest- 
ment, and in precise proportion to the discouragement 
offered to capital to venture itself freely, that tendency 
would gain strength. He adduced experience in 
Asiatic countries as an example of this law. There, 
where capital was at the mercy of a corrupt despotism 
and notoriously insecure, the total absence of enter- 
prise and investment, with its result in extreme 
poverty among the people, was seen side by side with 
that extravagant personal expenditure which had made 
oriental luxury proverbial. 


‘““Men who possess capital hasten to enjoy it 
because they know that they cannot trust their 
Government.” (Edinburgh, November 24, 1882.) 


The speech from which these quotations are made 
was one of a series delivered at a great Conservative 
demonstration in Edinburgh. In another, addressed 
the following day to a non-party audience, there was 
a reasoned indictment of the growing evil of centralisa- 
tion. It was due, he declared, to no fault in either 
political party. It arose from the automatic action of 
the permanent officials under whose advice Bills were 
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drawn up. They were not immune from a failing, 
ubiquitous in humanity, of believing that if a question 
had to be decidéd they were the best persons to decide 
it. The result of the constant pressure of this in- 
fluence was that each measure that was passed tended, 
however slightly, to increase the power of the centre 
and diminish that of the locality. Two evils resulted. 
In the first place the work was not so well done : 


“It is done more scientifically at first, no doubt, 
but it is donein formulae. Your case must fit formula 
A or formula B or formula C: if it does not, so much 
the worse for you. There is no elasticity. You are 
handed over to the great modern dictator—the in- 
spector—an image made of wood and clothed with 
red tape, who has been set up by this generation in 
a temple.” 3 


The second and worst evil was the loss of an 
essential element in the education of public opinion. 


‘** Unless men are trained by some work touching 
the government of their fellow-men,—in no matter 
how humble a fashion—they are likely to be swayed 
by every theory that may be offered, and public 
opinion becomes worthless. They are of no use to 
control those who are over them, they are of no use as 
a tribunal of final appeal. We live in an age when 
the world is full of wild teachers and our only secur- 
ity that the calm common-sense view of extravagant 
theories shall be taken is that the people shall be prac- 
tised in their daily life in the government of their 
fellow-men.”’ (November 25, 1882.) 


The passage is typical. Democracy as an accom- 
plished fact had been accepted without reserve. He 
was now looking to its fuller and more intelligent 
realisation for support against the constant enemy— 
the doctrinaire theorist who, in his eyes, remained 
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through all changes of conditions the pre-eminent and 
permanent foe of a sane social and political system. 

The new Radical propaganda was as antipathetic 
to the spirit of mid-Victorian Liberalism as it was to 
Conservative principles, and the failure of the existing 
party formation to represent the actual division of 
opinion became daily more apparent. Mr. Chamber- 
lain was this year increasingly outspoken in the 
championship of his own views as distinct from those 
of the Cabinet as a whole. That summer he was 
talking of the ‘“‘ so-called rights of property ” and 
hinting that his own ministerial majority was unduly 
under propertied influence. Lord Salisbury, speaking 
in St. James’s Hall in June ’83, commented upon the 
support of silence which his more moderate colleagues 
were giving to views of which they notoriously disap- 
proved. In one of those passages of detached reason- 
ing, which were characteristic of his polemic, he in- 
sisted that the injury thus inflicted upon the cause of 
good government was wider and deeper than that 
offered to merely party interests. 


‘In all countries there are men of extreme Con- 
servative opinions and extreme Radical opinions, and 
between the two there is a large intermediate body of 
many different shades who, according to the exigencies 
of the time and as they see that the extremists on the 
one side or the other are likely to become predominant, 
lean to the deficient side with irresistible force and 
redress the balance that is wanting to save the equili- 
brium of the Constitution. That is the function which 
the vast mass of politicians in this country have to 
fulfil. But there is one exception—how numerous I 
know not, but they are highly inconvenient—who do 
not follow this law, who do not change their political 
action in accordance with their political convictions, 
but who prefer the uniform and colour before the sub- 
stance of their creed.” (June 27, 1883.) 
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The patent and increasing contradiction of opinion 
within the enemy’s ranks made an evident call upon 
Conservative speakers to invite secession. Lord Salis- 
bury was not deaf to it. Again and again, sometimes 
in passages of sarcasm and denunciation, sometimes 
in those of argument or appeal, he returned to the 
task of stimulating Whig uneasiness. But one feature 
which is usually prominent under such circumstances 
was markedly absent. In none of his speeches is there 
any suggestion of terms of compromise to be offered 
to the hoped-for recruits. Radicalism was the com- 
mon enemy ; he challenged their consciences to deny 
the fact, and then without a note of hesitation he 
proclaimed his own creed as the only alternative. In 
so far as these tactics were deliberate and not tem- 
peramental, he would have maintained that in an 
appeal addressed, not to parliamentarians but to the 
constituencies, any hint of dubiety in Conservative 
policy would have weakened that assurance of solidity 
upon which he relied for converts among the alarmed 
followers of the older Liberalism. 


His speeches were confident. But there were times 
when his personal anticipations were the reverse. In 
such a mood he composed the last of his “Quarterly” 
articles. It was called “* Disintegration,” and was 
published in the October number of the Review of this 
year of 1883. 

He had written one other, in the spring of ’81, since 
his return to opposition. But the fatigue of brain and 
body from which he was then suffering, though it 
does not appear to have greatly affected his speeches, 
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had so deteriorated his powers of writing that the 
article passed quite unnoticed. The present one, 
though perhaps not’ to be reckoned among his best 
work, was unmistakably his own and was instantly 
recognised. Manners had changed in the ten years 
which had intervened since his last publication and 
the article was commented on openly as his work both 
in newspapers and on the platform. He was aston- 
ished and indignant ; always refused to acknowledge 
the authorship in public, and declared privately that, 
since his anonymity could no longer be secured, he 
would never again write in the Review,—a decision 
to which he adhered. 

His annoyance was more comprehensible than his 
surprise. The article was scarcely one to which in 
his present position he would have been justified in 
affixing his signature. The anonymous utterances of 
a political philosopher are concerned only with the 
truth as he sees it, but a leader is bound not to dwell 
upon evils for which he cannot simultaneously prescribe 
remedies. “* Disintegration,” as it stood, hardly com- 
plied with that condition. Its theme is summarised 
in one of the earlier paragraphs. 


‘“‘ There is a general disposition among those who 
in the constituencies are opposing the party now in 
power, to substitute the word Constitutional for the 
word Conservative in their political language. It is 
the fruit of a true instinct. The object of our party 
is not, and ought not to be, simply to keep things as 
they are. In the first place the enterprise is impossible. 
In the next place there is much in our present mode of 
thought and action which it is highly undesirable to 
conserve. What we require is the administration of 
public affairs, whether in the executive or the legisla- 
tive department, in that spirit of the old constitution 
which held the nation together as a whole, and levelled 
its united force at objects of national import, instead 
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of splitting it into a bundle of unfriendly and distrustful 
fragments. 


“ The dangers we have to fear may roughly be 
summed up in the single word—disintegration. It is 
the end to which we are being driven, alike by the 
defective working of our political machinery, and by 
the public temper of the time. It menaces us in the 
most subtle and in the most glaring forms—in the loss 
of large branches and limbs of our Empire, and in 
the slow estrangement of the classes which make up 
the nation to whom the Empire belongs.” 


He only touched upon the danger as it operated 
externally, devoting himself almost exclusively to its 
influence on home politics. He discussed the con- 
stitutional conditions which gave the evil its oppor- 
tunity. Foremost among these was the incapacity of 
the supreme organ of power, the House of Commons, 
for the task of impartial arbitration between com- 
petitive interests, which he argued to be of the essence 
of civilised, as distinguished from semi - barbarous 
government. 


‘“The movement of society is reversed; we are 
going back to the ancient method of deciding quarrels. 
Our ruler is no longer an impartial judge between 
classes who bring their differences before him for ad- 
justment ; our ruler is an Assembly which is itself the 
very field of battle on which the contending classes 
fight out their feuds. The settlement by arbitration 
has given place again to the settlement by civil war ; 
only it is civil war with gloves on.” 


The evil was aggravated by the system of sectional 
bargaining upon which Liberal Ministries were being 
more and more driven to depend for the preservation 
of their majority. The cool and deliberate judgment 
of the nation was an arbitrament which could be ac- 
cepted. But, owing to this practice of trafficking for 
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the support of different organised interests, the action 
of the House of Commons did not even approximately 
represent it. 

He spoke briefly of the forces which were making 
for disintegration within Great Britain itself. There 
was the equalitarian ideal which the modern Radical 
had set before himself, with its war declared against 
every superiority ; there was the assurance impressed 
upon the poorer classes by their leaders with regard 
to each issue as it arose, that the function of legisla- 
tion was, in one form or another, to transfer to them 
something from the pockets of their more fortunate 
fellow-citizens. ‘‘ It is too much to hope that a doc- 
trine which teaches that a disregard for the tenth 
Commandment is the highest duty of citizenship, 
should not gradually impress itself on the minds to 
which it is addressed.”” These influences must tend 
ultimately to that long conflict between possession 
and non-possession which, when once it has a nation 
in its grip, is a disease bound to a fatal issue : 


“Tt kills slowly by disintegration. It eats out the 
common sentiments and mutual sympathies which 
combine classes into a patriotic State. The internal 
dissension becomes constantly more rancorous ; the 
common action and common aspirations become 
feebler. The organised body loses its defensive force 
against an external shock and falls under the power of 
the first assailant, foreign or domestic, by whom it 
may chance to be attacked after the final stage of 
political debility has set in.” 


He was willing to hope that the country was still 
free from this disease. ‘‘ The real, living political 
forces of our people lie habitually so much in repose 
that an observer is always in danger of mistaking the 
professional polemic of politicians for conflicts really 
involving the great classes of which the nation is com- 
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posed.” But there was one part of the kingdom where 
the evil, though acting less directly than in economic 
politics, was already far advanced. He preludes the 
application of his thesis to Ireland by two or three 
pages of ironic comment upon the present position of 
the Whig leaders. The passage is too long for repro- 
duction here but was largely quoted from at the time 
as constituting the most lively part of the article, and 
it contains phrases which, as specimens of his satire, 
are as incisive and more polished than those in which 
he denounced Disraeli sixteen years before. 

There follows an enquiry into the cause of England’s 
humiliating failure in Ireland. He discards as uncon- 
vincing and incompatible with the experience of other 
countries the assumption usually made that it was 
due exclusively to her historical delinquencies : 


*“* Other countries have conquered dependencies in 
their time ; it is not an exceptional atrocity peculiar 
to the history of England. In other places the process 
has not been accomplished with rose-water; but 
nevertheless the issue has been complete assimilation 
of the conquerors and conquered and the creation of 
a united people. There is much in the past history 
of Ireland that would be horrible if it took place at the 
present day, but there is nothing in it monstrous or 
singular—nothing worse than has been done elsewhere 
by invaders in a conquered province—nothing that 
was out of harmony with the morality of the age in 
which it took place.” 


In fact, throughout the greater part of the eight- 
eenth century there had been no trouble of the kind to 
which we were now accustomed. During the critical 
moments of the Jacobite rebellions, Ireland had re- 
mained quiescent, neither seeking nor finding her 
opportunity in England’s necessity. The emergence 
of the problem as we knew it was, in fact, coincident 
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with the first essays of Liberalism, then represented 
by the old Whigs, in the policy of placating revolt by 
unconvinced concessions. The century which had 
elapsed since 1780 stood out from all other periods in 
Trish history, doubly characterised. 


‘The internal history of Ireland during this last 
hundred years has been a continuous tempest of agita- 
tion, broken by occasional flashes of insurrection. 
The legislation of the period has been a continuous 
stream of concession. And by these words we do not 
mean merely that the views of the Legislature changed; 
and that, having previously pursued one particular 
policy, they afterwards pursued its opposite. Con- 
cession implies two processes ; it means refusal changed 
into consent by pressure. The poet’s description of 
Julia, who, ‘ vowing she would ne’er consent, con- 
sented,’ would serve for a description of Britannia’s 
attitude to Ireland ever since the appearance of Lord 
Charlemont and the volunteers. The consequence has 
been that condition of feeling which enables Mr. 
Healy, without obvious absurdity, to assert that ‘ nine- 
tenths of the Irish people hate us and the other tenth 
despises us.’ ”’ 


He discusses the situation which had arisen from 
these distorted relations. Assisted by the opportunity 
offered by democratic institutions, the disaffected 
community was now striving to compel submission to 
its demand for separation. Mr. Parnell had supple- 
mented the older plan of bargaining the Irish vote by 
that of paralysing the parliamentary machine, and 
this policy of intimidation was being reinforced by the 
agrarian conspiracy which was still at work. Its 
authors might find their task more arduous than they 
expected. They were probably proceeding on. the 
assumption that there was no limit to the compres- 
sibility of a Liberal Government: ‘‘ It must be ad- 
mitted that, up to this time, the existence of such a 
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limit is a matter of faith rather than of experience. 
But whether the English people will be equally com- 
pressible, when once they understand the question, 
remains to be seen.’’ The separatist demand would 
persist. Hopes based upon the curative properties 
of a free constitution were delusive. When once a 
community had ceased to be homogeneous in its aims, 
representative institutions only perpetuated discon- 
tent. “The more the party that in an Irish parlia- 
ment would be dominant have recognised their isolated 
condition as a permanent minority in the assembly 
at Westminster, the stronger has their wish to escape 
from Westminster become.” The only visible issue 
lay in “‘ a courageous maintenance of the rights of the 
Empire and a patient struggle with the resistance, 
however stubborn it may be, however long it may 
last, against which those rights must be vindicated.” 
Then, driven onward, in spite of himself as it would 
almost appear, by the logic which had excluded all 
more facile alternatives to the acceptance of Home 
Rule, he concludes the article with a passionately 
eloquent and, to his immediate readers, most un- 
necessary outburst against that solution. It was at 
that time almost universally looked upon as outside 
the field of practical politics. No party, no substantial 
group of British politicians even, had as yet consented 
to consider it. This passage was probably largely 
responsible for the condemnation urged against the 
article by Conservative writers in the press, for ex- 
hibiting ‘‘an alarmist tone unbecoming in a statesman.” 


‘* One issue there is which, in the judgment not only 
of the Conservative party, but in that of the great 
majority of Englishmen, is absolutely closed. The 
highest interests of the Empire, as well as the most 
sacred obligations of honour, forbid us to solve this 
question by conceding any species of independence to 
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Ireland ; or in other words, any licence to.the majority 
in that country to govern the rest of Irishmen as they 
please. To the minority, to those who have trusted us 
and on the faith of our protection have done our work, 
it would be a sentence of exile or of ruin. All that is 
Protestant—nay, all that is loyal—all who have land 
or money to lose, all by whose enterprise and capital 
industry and commerce are still sustained, would be 
at the mercy of the adventurers who have led the 
Land League, if not of the darker counsellors by whom 
the Invincibles! have been inspired. If we have 
failed after centuries of effort to make Ireland peace- 
able and civilised, we have no moral right to abandon 
our post and leave all the penalty of our failure to 
those whom we have persuaded to trust in our power. 
It would be an act of political bankruptcy, an avowal 
that we were unable to satisfy even the most sacred 
obligations, and that all claims to protect or govern 
anyone beyond our own narrow island were at an 
end. 

‘* In the presence of such considerations we hardly 
care to speak of the strategical objections. But these 
are formidable enough. If Ireland is not with us she 
is against us. If her Government does not obey the 
orders given from Westminster it will speedily become 
subordinate to the greater Ireland that is growing up 
beyond the ocean. Napoleon was wont to say that 
Antwerp was a loaded pistol held to the mouth of the 
Thames. The coast of Ireland, in unfriendly hands, 
would be something more than a pistol held to the 
mouths of the Clyde and the Mersey and the Severn. 
And we must not dismiss such extreme conditions 
from our minds as possibilities which cannot be 
realised. We shall have speedily enough to choose 
between them and the reconquest of Ireland if once 
Home Rule be granted. Any political power con- 
ceded to an Irish assembly will be made the fulcrum 
by which more will be exacted, until complete prac- 
tical independence is secured.” 


* The secret society by which the Phoenix Park murders had been planned. 
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Even while he wrote these words he seems to have 
realised and felt the force of the criticism to which they 
would be liable. He admits in the next sentence that 
the impossibility of England’s acceding to Home Rule 
was too plain to need enforcing ; a confidence which 
within the next three years was to be unexpectedly 
put to the test and justified. But a more difficult 
task than the deliverance of a simple negative lay 
before the nation. 


“It must guard itself from being led, under the 
guise of legitimate indulgences or of carrying out 
accepted principles, into concessions which will make 
Home Rule inevitable. Have we strength left to do 
this ? or has the disintegration gone so far that these 
concessions too will be won by the process which has 
proved effective for all that have gone before? We 
may have the resolution to refuse Home Rule as a 
whole. Have we the resolution to refuse it in instal- 
ments ? Or will our bargaining politicians when votes 
grow scarce, open their market once more for a final 
clearance sale of all that remains of English rule in 
Ireland ? ”’ 


In November his pen was less contentiously 
occupied. A missionary investigator had published 
a pamphlet—“‘ The Bitter Cry of Outcast London’’— 
in which was described, in language whose strength 
was justified by the facts revealed, the appallingly 
crowded and unhealthy state of London tenement 
houses and the misery and vice which flowed from it. 
Lord Salisbury had always felt strongly on this 
question, so when he was asked to contribute a signed 
article to the recently started National Review, he 
selected for his theme “ Labourers’ and Artisans’ 
Dwellings.” He argued both the urgency of the 
problem and its difficulty, and maintained the right 
and duty of the State to take action. Through the 
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machinery of private Bill legislation and.for the con- 
struction of public works, it had more than once 
exercised its powers for the purpose of sweeping away 
working-class dwellings by the thousand. It was not 
tolerable that the principle of laissez-faire should be 
suspended only to the detriment of the poor. As one 
expedient which might prove effective, he suggested, 
with special reference to the scheme initiated about 
this time by Miss Octavia Hill, that loans on easy 
terms might be granted to private agencies who 
should be willing to embark upon the task of con- 
struction or improvement. But he declared that the 
first necessity was to ascertain the facts and figures 
officially. 

He did not let the matter drop. When Parliament 
met for the session of 1884, he moved the appoint- 
ment of a Royal Commission to enquire into the whole 
subject. The question which most patently required 
solution, he said, was why existing laws, which ap- 
peared on the face of things adequate, had failed of 
their purpose. He touched upon the expense incurred 
in large clearances of slum districts and made caustic 
comment upon the proposal to meet it by levying a 
special rate from ground landlords. The outcome 
would be utterly inadequate for the purpose; advo- 
cates of the proposal should have the courage of their 
opinions and boldly announce a policy of wholesale 
confiscation. ‘“‘ There is no use in incurring all those 
penalties which an unfailing Nemesis inflicts upon the 
authors of public plunder unless they get a sufficient 
amount of booty to indemnify them for the operation.” 
Ground landlords were, in fact, not responsible for the 
conditions. That he did not equally exonerate the 
immediate letters of unhealthy houses was apparent. 
“I do not say, I will not say, that there are not persons 
to blame.” But he refused to delay the prospect of 
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effectual remedy by being drawn into a discussion of 
that question. “It is wholly futile to try and escape 
from the urgency of the problem by throwing blame 
on any class of men.” 

The fundamental cause of mischief was the lack of 
houses rather than their defectiveness ; so long as that 
continued, any law involving the closing of houses 
was too cruel in its effect to be put into operation. It 
was here that enquiry was supremely needful—to de- 
termine what building was required and where and by 
whom it should be provided. His article had made 
him suspect to the more rigid school of economists. 
Lord Wemyss, the champion of individualism in the 
House of Lords, had spoken words of warning as to 
whither his views might lead him, and at the close of 
this speech he replied to the criticism : 


“I will at once say I do not favour any wild 
schemes of State interference. I am as earnest as any 
man in this House that, while we approach great 
public evils and desire to remedy them, we should 
scrupulously observe that honesty which is the con- 
dition of continued and abiding prosperity for the 
industries of this country. But, while I will maintain 
that doctrine as earnestly as my noble friend, yet I 
would ask the House to avoid that kind of political 
cowardice which declines to consider and examine a 
problem lest its urgency should afterwards seem to be 
a temptation to provide illegitimate methods for its 
remedy. The evils that we have to deal with are 
very Serious, >. 1.4 

‘** After all, whatever political arrangements we 
may adopt, whatever the political constitution of our 
State may be, the foundation of all its prosperity and 
welfare must be that the mass of the people shall be 
honest and manly, and shall have common sense. 
How are you to expect that these conditions will exist 
among people subjected to the frightful influences 
which the present over-crowding of our poor produces ? 
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. . . Lhope Parliament will never transgress the laws 
of public honesty, but I equally hope that Parliament 
will not be deterred: by fear of being tempted to trans- 
gress those laws, or still more by the fear of being 
accused of intending to transgress those laws, from 
fearlessly facing and examining and attempting to 
fathom these appalling problems which involve the 
deepest moral, material, and spiritual interests of 
the vast mass of our fellow-countrymen.” (Hansard, 
February 22, 1884.) 


A Commission was appointed of distinguished com- 
position. Sir Charles Dilke, as President of the Local 
Government Board, was in the chair, and among the 
members, besides Lord Salisbury, were the Prince of 
Wales, Cardinal Manning, Mr. Goschen, Mr. Broad- 
hurst, and Mr. Jesse Collings. Before it reported, which 
was in fifteen months’ time, things happened in the 
political world, and it was as Prime Minister that, in 
July 1885, Lord Salisbury introduced to Parliament a 
measure embodying its main recommendations. It 
was understood to have been drawn up by Sir Charles 
Dilke and himself in collaboration. It was not a large 
Bill, and in most of its provisions has been overtaken 
or cancelled by later legislation. Treasury loans on 
the security of the rates, which were already available 
for urban authorities, were now offered to country 
districts as well; the interest to be charged on them 
was substantially lowered; the Local Government 
Board was empowered, on the report of a sanitary 
inspector, to compel dilatory Local Authorities to 
the closing of unhealthy houses; the landlords of 
such were made personally liable for any damage to 
life or health which could be shown to have been 
caused by their condition. This last proposal excited 
a flutter of alarm, especially among certain speculative 
building societies, and it was no doubt with some 
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malicious amusement that Sir Charles Dilke, in debate, 
referred casually to its having been initiated by the 
Conservative chief. He was also, as he admitted 
later, personally responsible for the only provision of 
the Bill that caused any excitement in Parliament. 
He defended it specifically in a Memorandum by 
which he accompanied the Commission’s report. The 
Home Office had expressed a wish to abandon three 
of its large London prisons, Millbank, Pentonville, and 
Coldbath Fields. A clause in the Bill instructed the 
Treasury to sell their sites to the Metropolitan Board 
of Works at such a price as would make them suitable 
for the erection of working-class houses. This would 
have secured some forty acres for artisans’ dwellings 
within easy reach of their work. As the sites, however, 
were valuable for other purposes, a considerable sacri- 
fice of taxpayers’ money would have been involved for 
the benefit of these prospective tenants. Mr. Goschen 
refused to sign the recommendation of the Commission 
in favour of this proposal, and it roused Liberal 
economists in the House of Commons to extreme in- 
dignation. The Conservative Government were hold- 
ing office in a minority until the approaching general 
election, and had pledged themselves against the intro- 
duction of contentious business in the interval, so 
there was nothing for it but to agree to an amendment 
securing for the Treasury a “fair market price” for 
the prison sites,—which made the clause inoperative. 

This episode was referred to in the House of Lords 
by Lord Wemyss in the course of a speech lamenting 
the socialistic tendency of legislation during the last 
fifteen years. He accused Lord Salisbury of having 
betrayed Conservative principles in such a departure 
from orthodox political economy. Lord Salisbury 
repudiated the connection of ideas. Lord Wemyss 
had quoted an eloquent passage from Lord Macaulay 
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in exposition of the individualist creed : “I am not 
a follower of Lord Macaulay,” retorted the Conserva- 
tive leader drily, and then recalled to his hearers that 
the passage in question was actually part of an attack 
upon the Tory views of the poet Southey. He took 
the opportunity to define his position as towards this 
controversy in general. 


““My complaint of the doctrine which the noble 
Ear] preaches with so much eloquence in this House is 
that it is deformed throughout by a serious ambiguity 
of expression. The word “ Socialism ”’ in his hands 
has a great many different meanings. Usually he 
employs it simply as a synonym for robbery, as a term 
which means taking what belongs to one man and 
giving it to another. I need not say that, in so far 
as my noble friend uses it in that sense, I entirely 
concur with him in all his denunciations. . . . But 
then, that is not socialism in the sense in which my 
noble friend has applied the term to such a measure 
as the unfortunate one of mine, which he is so fond 
of criticising, or many other proposals of the present 
day. Socialism in that sense is the application of the 
power and resources of society to benefit, not the 
whole of society, but one particular class, especially 
the most needy class of that society ; and the main 
commandment of the gospel preached by my noble 
friend is: ‘Thou shalt not use the public resources 
to benefit the poor.’ ”’ 


Whether that doctrine were right or not, or in 
whatever sense it were right, this country was excluded 
from its adoption by the existence of the Poor Law, 
which had for three centuries formed the basis of its 
system in dealing with social questions. Since in the 
end the State had admitted itself bound to the whole 
support of the necessitous poor, it could not be argued 
on the grounds of economic principle that it was de- 
barred from expenditure which aimed at diminishing 
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theirnumber. But, he added, if Lord Wemyss “‘ would 
but abandon what seemed to himself the very shabby 
and ragged ends of worn-out principles and go to 
higher considerations of policy and justice,” he was 
quite ready to agree with him as to the dangers in- 
volved in any large extension of State assistance to 
sections of the community. Only it was of no use 
attempting to dispose of any particular proposal by 
simply ticketing it as socialistic. 


** Prove that it is against public policy : shew that 
it discourages thrift : above all, shew that it interferes 
with justice; that it benefits one class by injuring 
another—do these things and you have proved your 
case. But do not imagine that by merely affixing to 
it the reproach of socialism you can seriously affect 
the progress of any great legislative movement, or 
destroy those high arguments which are derived from 
the noblest principles of philanthropy and religion.”’ 
(Hansard, July 31, 1885.) 


Party dissensions at this period were not con- 
fined to the ministerial ranks, though in those of the 
Opposition they bore a more personal and fugitive 
character. As an episode in Lord Salisbury’s leader- 
ship the controversy between the Tory leaders and 
the National Union of Conservative Associations 
which disturbed the wire-pulling elements of the party 
during the winter and spring of 1883-84 cannot be 
ignored here, though it has already been dealt with 
at length in Mr. Winston Churchill’s Life of his father. 

Lord Randolph Churchill’s revolt against his 
Commons front bench had from the first met with 
more sympathy in the constituencies than in the 
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House itself. Ardent provincial Tories were irritably 
conscious of Sir Stafford Northcote’s constitutional 
incapacity for the indignation which filled their own 
souls, and they were not daily witnesses, as members 
were, of the discretion and imperturbable suavity with 
which he conducted the normal business of parliamen- 
tary opposition. They read Lord Randolph’s re- 
morseless invective against Ministers with a feeling of 
gratitude somewhat akin to that which, in the familiar 
anecdote, the Bishop expressed for the “ damn”’ of 
his fellow - victim under an avalanche of hot soup. 
They were seconded in their appreciation by a less 
simply inspired body of opinion. Throughout the 
eighties and nineties Conservative leaders were at 
recurrent intervals assailed by certain members of 
their party with exhortations to espouse the cause of 
Tory Democracy,—which was never precisely defined. 
With the majority of its supporters the inspiring 
motive was tactical rather than political. It was not 
the creed of Conservatism that they doubted, but its 
power of appeal to the electorate. The cry slackened 
almost to silence after victory, swelled recurrently 
after defeat, and was never louder than in the years 
which immediately followed the disaster of 1880. In 
every constituency there was a number of restlessly 
disappointed workers whose coveting of the catch- 
words which had served their opponents so victoriously 
as war-cries expressed itself in clamant aspirations 
after a “democratic programme.” This section of 
opinion, of rather nebulous outline and—as Lord 
Randolph was to discover later to his loss—most un- 
stable foundations, was of necessity largely repre- 
sented among those delegates of the workers who 
formed the National Union of Conservative Associa- 
tions. Its Council had recently elected Lord Randolph 
as chairman, and he decided to secure alike the 


LORD RANDOLPH CHURCHILL 


From a photograph by Russell & Sons. 
1886 


TORY DEMOCRACY 85 


triumph of the Tory Democratic “ cause’ and his 
own authority in the party by making it supreme over 
the latter’s actual electioneering organisation. 

The party machine was at that time under the 
management of a Committee of members of Parlia- 
ment, nominated by the leaders and working under 
their direction, who were known as the Central Com- 
mittee. The arrangement was not a good one. The 
unlucky group of amateurs, who could neither lay claim 
to the respect due to leaders nor the toleration accorded 
to subordinate professional experts, became the target 
upon which all the local and personal discontents of a 
large organisation were concentrated. Lord Randolph 
and his friends proposed to abolish this Committee and 
replace it by the Council of the National Union. 

The campaign was opened at the annual meeting 
of the Union in October 1883, when an innocuously 
vague resolution was placed before the delegates and 
adopted by them, requesting that their “ legitimate 
influence in the party organisation ”’ should be recog- 
nised. Lord Randolph sent it to Lord Salisbury only 
and, in his enclosing letter, altogether ignored the 
existence of his partner in the dual leadership, the 
House of Commons chief. This initiatory error in 
tactics was partly explained by accompanying messages 
indirectly conveyed to the Lords’ leader, which showed 
an expectation of securing his support by a frankly 
hinted invitation to assert himself as sole leader of the 
party. Misjudgment of character could hardly have 
gone further. The mistake was taken full advantage 
of. There was no dramatic nolo episcopart. While 
taking counsel with Sir Stafford and being careful 
to word all his own communications as resting upon 
their united authority, Lord Salisbury kept the con- 
duct of the dispute from this time onwards in his own 
hands. The mutineers were thus deprived of any 
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assistance which they might have received from pro- 
vincial discontent with his colleague’s pacificatory 
leadership. 

After a few weeks’ fencing on both sides the 
Council of the Union drew up a report demanding the 
transference to itself of the powers at present owned 
by the Central Committee. Lord Randolph preceded 
its presentation by a private letter in which, among 
other things, he announced his intention, if the report 
was not accepted, of transferring the quarrel to the 
constituencies and exerting all his platform influence 
to obtain their support in his leaders’ despite. His 
chief ignored this menace and responded with an in- 
formal letter of warning, to be read to the Council, in 
which the note of authority was frankly sounded. 
He pointed out that the powers of the Central Com- 
mittee were not in question, for the simple reason that 
they did not exist. The Committee acted only as 
agents of the leaders, and, so far as concerned those 
duties which had always attached to the leaders—the 
expenditure of the party funds, the direction of its 
policy, the approval of its candidates—these could in 
no case be delegated except to gentlemen whom he 
and Sir Stafford should select. Since he gathered that 
the Council’s report would not harmonise with that 
requirement, he warned them that it would not be 
accepted. 

It was nevertheless presented. Lord Salisbury 
acknowledged the presentation in a formal communi- 
cation and prepared for action. The staff of the 
National Union had hitherto been accommodated in 
the party offices. It was now intimated to them that, 
since their organisation had decided to act indepen- 
dently of the leaders, they had better find offices of 
their own. Either by this “ notice to quit” or the 
final rejection of his report, Lord Randolph was moved 
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to a sudden outburst of wrath. He sent a letter of 
passionate defiance, crudely worded, which was sub- 
sequently published in the newspapers. It was in- 
evitably directed against Lord Salisbury personally. 
Lord Salisbury made no reply, and the National Union 
Council found themselves faced by the alternative of 
either withdrawing their claims or doing battle pub- 
licly,—not, as they had intended, with the anonymity 
of the Central Committee, but with the already 
dominating repute of the Lords’ leader. Pressed by 
the attractive force of Lord Randolph’s vehemence, 
they hesitated. But a short Easter recess brought 
counsel—and perhaps correspondence with their con- 
stituents—and at a meeting in the first week in May 
they passed, in opposition to their chairman, a resolu- 
tion asking for terms of accommodation. Lord Ran- 
doiph resigned his chairmanship and, so far as the 
National Union and its claims were concerned, the 
battle was over. 

For three months longer there was much coming 
and going in the work of reconciliation. Its progress 
was assisted by the volunteered resignation of the 
Central Committee, whose members had long been 
anxious to escape from their invidious position. They 
were not replaced, and the central organisation of the 
party remained under the exclusive and direct control 
of the leaders acting only through the Whips and the 
staff of the office. Meanwhile Lord Randolph was 
induced to reconsider his resignation of the chairman- 
ship, and friendly volunteers worked hard in mediating 
between him and Lord Salisbury. The principal one 
of these and the most effectual was Mr. Balfour. 
Throughout that spring and summer he laboured in- 
defatigably with both parties,—reporting, analysing, 
commenting, explaining, expending himself in efforts 
to interpret between his friend and his uncle. 
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He was more successful with the latter than with 
the former. Lord Salisbury was quite conscious that 
success did not lie in the mere defeat of a man capable 
of doing so great service or injury to the common 
cause. Effective co-operation and, for that purpose, 
mutual understanding was the end to be aimed at. 
It was not an easy one to attain, for the two men had 
little temperamentally in common. More than once 
in the course of this controversy, Lord Salisbury had 
unwittingly excited ebullitions of anger so unexpected 
as to be in his eyes simply inexplicable. He wrote to 
Lady John Manners in May ’84, when the trouble in 
the Soudan was at its height: ‘‘ Randolph and the 
Mahdi have occupied my thoughts about equally. 
The Mahdi pretends to be half mad, and is very sane 
in reality ; Randolph occupies exactly the converse 
position.”” To another friend he complained that 
Randolph’s temperament was essentially feminine— 
‘“ and I have never been able to get on with women ”’ 
—an unwarranted profession of incapacity. 

But he accepted the challenge forced upon him 
by his experiences of this year and, assisted by the 
chart drawn out for him by his nephew, set deliber- 
ately to work to explore the unknown territory. From 
this time he took every opportunity to invite inter- 
course and encourage confidence ; was ready both with 
sympathy and counsel; industriously intent upon 
learning and, when learnt, avoiding whatever might 
cause offence to his follower’s sensitive nerves. The 
labour involved was considerable, since the younger 
man’s demand for comprehension expressed itself in a 
wealth of correspondence which increased progres- 
sively as their connection grew closer. Success was 
limited. Lord Salisbury discovered points of natural 
contact. Lord Randolph’s capacity for affection and 
gratitude for any sympathy offered, his loyalty to his 


RECONCILIATION 89 


friends, and his fine generosity of temper touched him 
repeatedly. He achieved comprehension for practical 
purposes, but never any lasting influence or power of 
control. And the enlightenment, such as it was, was 
not mutual. In reading the accounts of their final 
breach in 1886-87, it is impossible not to feel that 
Lord Randolph understood as little of his chief’s 
character then as he had done three years before during 
this dispute over the powers of the party machine. 


CHAPTER IV 
1884 


THE SOUDAN 


THE LORDS AND THE FRANCHISE BILL 


In spite of the storm of controversy over foreign 
affairs in which the elections of 1880 had taken place, 
the subject occupied a small place in public attention 
or Opposition oratory during the first years of the 
Liberal Government. Lord Salisbury confined him- 
self to occasional criticisms on matters of detail or 
diplomatic method. Though in March 1881 he joined 
in the debate on the Government’s surrender to the 
Boers after the battle of Majuba Hill, Lord Cairns’ 
exhaustive denunciation left room for no more than an 
auxiliary contribution. He concentrated on the be- 
trayal of England’s loyal adherents, both black and 
white, who had been solemnly assured of permanent 
protection six weeks before their abandonment. “ If 
it is immoral to assert our authority now, it was im- 
moral in January ”’ was his stern comment on the plea 
that “ blood guiltiness ’”? would have been incurred by 
a continuance of the struggle. 

Egypt, to which public attention was first gener- 
ally called by the bombardment of Alexandria in the 
summer of 1882, was destined to put an effectual end 
to this parliamentary truce over external policy. At 
the outset, party politics were but little affected by it. 
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The victory over Arabi Pasha and his army of mutinous 
soldiers at Tel-el-Kebir in September was generally 
popular, and was more so with the Tory rank and file 
than with that of the Ministerialists. Lord Salisbury, 
however, was from the first, personally critical of 
statesmanship which could only secure its ends by 
such violent methods. The conditions which led up 
to the military intervention were sufficiently like to 
those with which he himself had had to deal in 1879 
to suggest comparison. On both occasions a mutiny 
of Egyptian officers against their own superiors had 
merged into a Nationalist movement against the 
foreigner, though in the earlier instance the reigning 
Khedive had first secretly inspired and finally led the 
insurrectionary attack, while in the later one he had 
been the authority against whom it was primarily 
directed. The developments of the two episodes were 
in striking contrast. The Khedive Ismail was in his 
own person a far more formidable opponent than 
Arabi Pasha; but he had been given no opportunity 
for the display of his quality. The firman for his 
deposition was secured within a week of his proclama- 
tion of defiance, and his deportation to Europe had 
followed four days later. The movement which he 
had engineered collapsed without the employment or 
presence of a single foreign soldier or the shedding of 
a drop of blood. In °81-82 Arabi’s agitation was 
suffered to continue unchecked for fifteen months, and 
fructified in riot and anarchy whose ultimate results 
entailed the sacrifice of thousands of lives and had 
their reactions upon the whole of European history. 
The bombardment of Alexandria by the British fleet, 
with its necessary corollary of protective invasion, led 
through a sequence of unplanned catastrophes to the 
establishment by force of arms of that exclusive pro- 
tectorate over Egypt which Prince Bismarck had 
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vainly urged as a diplomatic enterprise upon the 
caution of Lord Beaconsfield and Lord Salisbury. 
Never was the opposition between intention and action 
more complete than when, within two years of the Mid- 
lothian crusade for peace, its preacher became in- 
volved in such a record of blood-stained adventure. 

In a speech at Edinburgh in November 1882, Lord 
Salisbury, reasoning from his own experience, sought 
to identify some of the causes which had made the 
bombardment and invasion inevitable. One cause 
upon which he insisted was the failure in moral 
authority which had preceded and compelled this 
resort to brute force. Whenever a strong power was 
finally challenged by a weaker one civilised enough to 
realise the difference between them, it might generally 
be assumed, he declared, that there had been some- 
thing in the conduct of the former to induce a belief 
that it would not exert its strength. This belief had 
been induced in Egypt by the British Government’s 
action in other parts of the world and notably by the 
surrender in South Africa, which at that time was not 
yet twelve months old. 

This speech was made before the diplomatic cor- 
respondence which had led up to the catastrophe had 
been published, and its publication exonerated the 
British Foreign Office from two further and more im- 
mediate charges of default which Lord Salisbury 
brought against it. He criticised Lord Granville for 
having omitted to placate Mussulman feeling by 
acting, as Lord Beaconsfield’s Government had been 
careful to act in ’79, through the Sultan as Caliph and 
Suzerain, and also for the procrastination which had 
replaced the swiftness of the earlier intervention. 
But, in fact, Lord Granville had done his best. He 
had accurately read the situation, and throughout the 
autumn and winter of ’81 had urged recourse to Turkish 
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support : had pleaded incessantly, if a little inde- 
finitely, with his French allies for promptitude in 
preventive action. On one vital distinction between 
the present position and that of three years earlier 
Lord Salisbury was decorously silent. Then, as now, the 
Egyptian Government had acted under the combined 
control of the two protecting Powers—France and 
England. But whereas in 1879 the advice tendered by 
them had throughout been initiated from, and decided 
in, Downing Street, in ’81-82 the position had been 
reversed. During those critical winter months when 
Arabi’s movement was still incipient and manageable, 
France, under the leadership of M. Gambetta, had 
entirely dominated the decisions of the Dual Control. 

M. Gambetta made no secret of his objective. He 
believed that a joint military occupation by the two 
Powers was the most positively desirable issue. It is 
permissible to assume that he was largely influenced 
to that belief by a consideration of France’s military 
superiority and of the predominant position which she 
would thus achieve. Therefore he was in no hurry to 
restrain disorder or secure a peaceful solution. He 
stubbornly obstructed all Lord Granville’s appeals, 
and the procrastination of which Lord Salisbury com- 
plained had not been fortuitous. 

The sequel constitutes one of the most ironic 
chapters in history. In January, after the mischief 
had been done and Khedive Tewfik’s authority re- 
duced to nullity, M. Gambetta was turned out of 
office on some domestic question. He was succeeded 
by a minister obsessed by dread of his German neigh- 
bours and resolved at all hazards against military 
commitments out of Europe. Egypt was by that time 
rolling into the abyss, and when the crash came in the 
form of murderous riots in Alexandria and threats of 
Christian massacre throughout the country, no remedy 
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was left but England’s unaccompanied, intervention. 
The diplomacy which had been designed to secure 
France’s domination in Egypt had achieved her final 
exclusion from it and the lasting enthronement there 
of her reluctant partner. 

This in itself was not an issue for Lord Salisbury 
to lament. Four years before, reasoning from the 
political psychology of the two nations, he had fore- 
told it as inevitable—though he had not anticipated 
its being reached along so bloody a path. But he now 
realised the risks involved both to Egypt and to the 
honour of England by this compelled and incongruous 
excursion of Liberalism into adventurous action. The 
danger was early signalled. The victory of Tel-el- 
Kebir had hardly been won before the Radical Minis- 
terialists, not unnaturally dismayed at the form in 
which the promised millennium of peace had material- 
ised, began to clamour for the instant repatriation of 
our soldiers and for this country’s abstention from all 
further interference in Egyptian affairs. Speaking in 
the House of Lords on October 26, Lord Salisbury 
earnestly warned Ministers against the temptation 
thus pressed upon them. It was impossible, he said, 
for England to escape now from the responsibility of 
her acts. Her troops had done much more than sup- 
press arevolt. They had dispersed the Egyptian army, 
and had thus destroyed the material sanction upon 
which the Khedive’s authority rested; they had re- 
stored him to his throne by their infidel arms, and had 
thus even more effectually destroyed its moral sanc- 
tion. Lord Granville had described the policy of his 
Government as being directed to the upholding of the 
Khedive. 


“You have not held up the Khedive,” replied 
Lord Salisbury ; “ you have picked up the Khedive. 
Nothing could be more widely opposed than those 
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two processes in their results.” ‘‘ Unless we are pre- 
pared,” he went on, ‘“‘ to do the business over again 
or leave Egypt -to an anarchy which is inconsistent 
with all our professions and fatal to our interests, he 
must be sustained by that which is the only thing left 
upright in that land,—namely, the power of Great 
Britain.” (Hansard, October 26, 1882.) 


It was a simple statement of fact. But the offence 
which had been offered to their creed seems at this 
time to have driven the devotees of non-intervention 
into a fanaticism which despised both fact and logic. 
The recent adventure must have no_ succession ; 
therefore its material consequences must be ignored. 
The independence of Egypt was a fundamental pos- 
tulate; therefore its manifest dependence must be 
denied. The capacity of reality for avenging contempt 
was now to be exhibited, swiftly and tragically. 

At the time of the Tel-el-Kebir campaign the in- 
surgence of the Mahdi—such a fanatical prophet as 
has more than once appeared among barbarous half- 
converts to Mahommedanism—had been but a vague 
portent dimly rumoured from the far-distant fron- 
tiers of the equatorial Soudan. But the long-standing 
oppression and corruption of Egyptian administra- 
tion and its present bankruptcy in money and respect 
gave his revolt a peculiar opportunity. Early in 1883, 
before the organised machinery of government had 
been as much as re-started in Cairo, and whilst the 
British expeditionary force was still encamped there 
in absolute if unconfessed control, Englishmen on the 
spot realised the seriousness of the approaching danger. 
They reported in favour of an immediate withdrawal 
of the southernmost garrisons in the Soudan and the 
fixing of the line of defence at Khartoum, which was 
held by a large if demoralised body of Khedivial 
troops under the command of an English officer, Hicks 
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Pasha. Egyptian ministers took the other view and 
ordered Hicks Pasha to prepare for an advance into 
Kordofan against. the oncoming horde of savages. 
The British Foreign Office refused to interfere and 
specifically forbad its agents to imperil its detachment 
or the proclaimed hypothesis of Egyptian indepen- 
dence by giving any advice on the subject to the 
Cairo Government. The force at Khartoum was 
notoriously deficient in every military value—dis- 
cipline, morale, supply, equipment, money. Hicks 
Pasha telegraphed complaint of these defects to Sir 
Edward Malet, the British Consul-General at Cairo: 
the British Consul at Khartoum emphasised more 
directly the danger of the proposed expedition. Sir 
Edward, while given permission to transmit these 
messages to the Egyptian Ministers, was again in- 
structed to abstain absolutely from any expression of 
opinion on their contents: ‘“‘ Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment could assume no responsibility for the conduct 
of affairs in the Soudan.” 

So the expedition started, numbering some 6000. 
In November 1883, starving in a waterless desert, 
the force was surrounded and slaughtered almost to a 
man. The victors continued their advance, and the 
arrival of fugitives with news of the disaster was im- 
mediately followed by a message from Khartoum 
stating that that city, with its now miserably attenu- 
ated garrison, was in imminent danger. Meanwhile 
the contagion had spread to the Eastern Soudan, 
where Osman Digna, a lieutenant of the Mahdi’s, had 
already invested two forts, Sinkat and Tokar, near 
the coast of the Red Sea. Cairo, left helpless to its 
own devices by its British invaders, and having no 
soldiers to send, despatched a militarily worthless 
corps of Gendarmerie, under the command of Baker 
Pasha, to their assistance. It was defeated and des- 
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troyed in its first engagement, two-thirds of its number 
being killed, including several Englishmen who had 
accompanied the expedition. 

Popular feeling was now rising in England, and 
under its pressure and assisted by who knows what 
subterranean processes of Cabinet controversy, the 
ministerial obsession of irresponsibility was abandoned. 
During the next few weeks the Government advanced 
by swift stages from pure detachment to advice, from 
advice to insistence, from insistence to action. The 
Khedive was induced, much against his will, to pro- 
claim a renunciation of his sovereignty over the whole 
of the Soudan, and in February 1884, 4000 British 
troops under General Graham were despatched, piti- 
fully too late, to the relief of the Red Sea forts. They 
arrived in time to hear that the garrison of Sinkat 
had been cut to pieces with the massacre of its non- 
combatant inhabitants,—men, women and children,— 
and that that of Tokar had surrendered. There was 
no further military object to be attained, and the 
climate made it impossible for the British soldiers to 
remain on the coast. They were nevertheless ordered 
to justify their expedition by attacking the Arabs. 
They did so, and, with no practical purpose to serve, 
duly killed some thousands of them before re-em- 
barking for the Mediterranean. This episode was a 
bye-issue without results, but Lord Salisbury always 
referred to it with peculiar indignation. 

To meet the emergency at Khartoum another ex- 
pedient had been adopted more in accordance with the 
peaceable traditions of Liberalism. Early in December 
the Pall Mall Gazette had suggested that General 
Gordon should be sent unaccompanied to Khartoum 
to advise upon and accomplish the extrication of its 
garrison by the exercise of his personal influence. He 
had acted for some years as Governor-General of 
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the Soudan under Ismail, and it was known that his 
saintliness, his fearlessness, and his minor eccentricities 
of conduct and manner had at that time combined 
to give him a great authority over its people. This 
was basis enough for a newspaper appeal to idealistic 
sentiment and the proposal was warmly taken up by 
the press at large. In the first days of the new year, 
1884, it was announced that the Government had 
accepted it, and that General Gordon was to be im- 
mediately sent out, and the announcement was 
greeted with general and enthusiastic applause. When 
Lord Salisbury read it in his library at Hatfield, he 
laid down the evening paper upon his knees with a 
gesture of despair. “‘ They must have gone quite 
mad!” he exclaimed. His bewildered indignation at 
this expression of what he described later as “ the 
frugal optimism”’ of Ministers, was not mitigated by 
what he had personally learnt of General Gordon while 
he was in office. He considered him, by his qualities 
as well as by his defects, to be the last possible man to 
be entrusted with any form of diplomatic mission. 
Parliament met on February 5. On the 12th a 
vote of censure was moved in both Houses. Lord 
Salisbury, speaking to the vote, dismissed the fictional 
defence of an independent Egyptian Government in a 
phrase which Lord Cromer, in his historical record of 
events,’ has selected as expressing the crux of the 
ethical condemnation to which Ministers had made 
themselves amenable. ‘“‘ They who have the absolute 
power of preventing lamentable events, and, knowing 
what is taking place, refuse to exercise that power, 
are responsible for what happens.” He noted with 
biting irony the tardy abandonment of this ‘‘ Olympic 
indifference.” ‘‘ The information that Hicks Pasha 
and all his force had been cut to pieces only very 
1 Modern Egypt, vol. i. p. 867. 
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slowly penetrated the mind of the Cabinet and in- 
duced them to consider whether there was anything 
in this world of the least importance to them except 
the repudiation of responsibility.” The policy of 
Epicureanism had been followed by the policy of 
panic. Their first essay in authoritative intervention 
did not commend itself to him. At such a moment 
the public proclamation of complete abandonment of 
the Soudan had destroyed in his view the last chance 
of assistance from friendly tribes for the beleaguered 
garrisons. He concluded his speech by contrasting 
Liberal policy in action with the propaganda of its 
leaders in the past : 


“We can remember when those who now hold 
office were very strong on the question of responsi- 
bilities. We can remember when they insisted on 
every platform that those who were then in power 
were responsible for the acts of the Turkish Govern- 
ment, over which they had no material hold or control 
whatever. Now, having absolute material hold and 
control over the action of the Egyptian Government, 
they try to persuade us that these terrible calamities, 
which they allowed the Egyptian Government and 
the gallant defenders of these fortresses to incur, do 
not involve their own responsibility at all. We can 
remember on another occasion, when the honour of 
England was at stake and her arms had been tarnished, 
that the Government of this country refused to do 
what every other Government that ever existed here 
would have done—they refused to revenge the defeat 
lest it should involve blood-guiltiness. Is there not 
blood-guiltiness here? In this resolute renunciation 
of responsibility—in this abandonment of gallant men 
to an inevitable doom, in this giving up of 1000 women 
and children to all the hideous horrors of an Oriental 
victory—is there no blood-guiltiness here ? My Lords, 
it is on these things that I ask your verdict.” (Han- 
sard, February 12, 1884). 


100 LORD SALISBURY 


The public faith in a policy of headlines received 
an early shock at the hands of General Gordon himself. 
No sooner had he come into actual contact with the 
facts than he virtually announced the hopelessness of 
the mission which his impulse for self-sacrifice and his 
total incapacity for reasoning calculation had induced 
him to accept. At the moment of starting across the 
desert on his desperate embassy, he demanded that 
Zobeir Pasha should be sent after him,—a man known 
as “the king of slave-drivers,”’ whose banishment 
from the Soudan he had himself secured, and whose 
influence there rested on sanctions which were the 
negation of all that he himself represented. The 
Government did not grant his request, but they still 
clung to the authority of his name as their guarantee 
of success. They had indeed prepared no other 
reliance. When Lord Salisbury expressed doubts as 
to the infallibility of their emissary, “* especially when 
he is acting under the instructions of Her Majesty’s 
Government,’ and pressed for further information 
as to their plans, they would only reaffirm their 
formula of a ‘‘ confidence in General Gordon,” admit 
ignorance as to his intentions, and note with pained 
surprise the Tory leader’s scepticism towards the 
superhuman prowess with which they credited their 
heroic scapegoat (Hansard, February 29, 1884). 

General Gordon’s intentions and capacities, how- 
ever, soon ceased to be a theme for parliamentary dis- 
cussion. They were hidden with his actions behind 
the veil which within a month of his arrival at Khar- 
toum descended, impenetrable, between him and the 
outer world. The tribes had risen in front of the 
dervish advance and had cut off all communication 
both with Cairo and the coast. The policy of peaceful 
evacuation through the magic of his influence became 
manifest to all as a dream. If the city and garrison 
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were to be saved and the man rescued whom the British 
Government had sent to his impossible task, a military 
expedition had become patently inevitable. 

Throughout this Soudanese calamity the Opposi- 
tion was accused—as Oppositions similarly placed 
must always be accused—of making party capital 
out of national disaster. But, as regarded the cul- 
minating catastrophe from which they might have 
hoped to reap, and did in fact reap, the greatest party 
advantage, they could at least claim to have done their 
best beforehand to prevent it. In the first week of 
April, Lord Salisbury made an appeal for action, so 
exact in its prophetic warning that he was able to read 
it nine months later to the House of Lords as an 
accurate record of what had happened. 


“The vice of all the policy of Her Majesty’s 
Government during these many months has been that 
resolutions of an intensely critical character have 
always been put off till the moment for carrying them 
out has passed. It seems to be a matter of great 
exertion—a matter of positive physical pain—for the 
Government to come to any resolution, and they only 
do it at the moment when the danger is actually 
imminent.” 


He went through the record of useless bloodshed 
which had already taken place and continued : 


‘* Are these circumstances encouraging to us when 
we are asked to trust that, on the inspiration of the 
moment, when the danger comes, Her Majesty’s 
Government will find some means of relieving General 
Gordon ? I fear that the history of the past will be 
repeated in the future; that, just again, when it is 
too late, the critical resolution will be taken; some 
terrible news will come that the position of General 
Gordon is absolutely a forlorn and hopeless one ; and 
then, under the pressure of public wrath and parlia- 
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mentary censure, some desperate resolution of sending 
an expedition will be formed, too late to achieve the 
object which it is desired to gain; too late to rescue 
this devoted man whom we have sent forward to his 
fate; in time only to cast another slur upon the 
statesmanship of England and the resolution of the 
statesmen who guide England’s councils.” (Hansard, 
April 4, 1884.) 


A fortnight later he returned to the charge : 


‘No deeper, no more vital disgrace could befall 
this country than that General Gordon should be 
allowed to perish in his undertaking without assistance 
from the English Government. Already there is 
sufficient of Egyptian blood to be laid at the door of 
Her Majesty’s Government; already we have made 
sacrifices enough of those whose kingdom we have 
taken over, whose responsibilities we have undertaken 
and to whose safety we are practically and sub- 
stantially pledged. We have had now five massacres 
of Egyptian troops, massacres caused by the neglect 
of Her Majesty’s Government,—Hicks, Baker, Sinkat, 
Moncrieff, and Shendy. I do not suppose so bloody 
an account-——an account in which blood so mingled 
with disgrace was ever brought home to an English 
Government before. If they are resolved to make no 
effort to save this gallant man they will not only be 
covering the English name with dishonour, but they 
will be destroying that belief in English prowess which 
is the only hope they have of being able successfully 
to discharge their responsibilities in Egypt. ...B 
their neglect and by the disgrace which, time after 
time, they pile upon the name of England, they are 
paralysing the power of this country. I hope they 
may even yet be induced to make some announcement 
that will alter the state of things in Egypt. But we 
at least cannot undertake the complicity of silence.” 
(Hansard, April 22, 1884.) 


That was in April. April passed ;—May ;—June;— 
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July ;—questions continued to be asked in Parliament ; 
military authorities in London and civilian advisers 
in Cairo pressed privately for immediate action. But 
the Prime Minister was proof against all appeals, 
whether from without or from within. He “ saw no 
reason for believing that General Gordon was in any 
present danger.” In the course of that summer, Lady 
Salisbury met Lord Wolseley in the street and en- 
quired hopefully as to the plans and preparations 
with which he must be busy. He threw up his hands 
in despair: “I have nothing to tell you,” he said, 
“there are no plans and no preparations.” August 
was half-way through before the decision to send relief 
was taken, and it was not till the first week in October 
that the expedition, under Lord Wolseley, started,— 
famous alike for the heroic energy of its effort and for 
its lamentable failure. 

That marvellous and gratuitous five months’ delay 
has never been fully accounted for. No merely cynical 
explanation suffices: the credit and continuance of 
the Government were as much at stake as the honour 
of the country. The defence urged in Parliament was 
a sincere conviction that Gordon was in no real danger. 
In the rest of the Cabinet this conviction was com- 
prehensible as being based upon the assurance of the 
Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary—the opinion of 
the latter being at all times a reflection of that of his 
chief. It is Mr. Gladstone’s resolved unbelief that 
constitutes the crux of the mystery. It had no 
rational foundation. Expert opinion contradicted it 
quite as urgently and unequivocally as lay common 
sense. The catastrophe was so far from being un- 
foreseeable that, as later enquiries on the spot proved, 
it was only a supreme exertion of courage, ingenuity, 
and endurance in its defence that prevented Khartoum 

1 Modern Egypt, vol. i. pp. 556-58 and 577-92. 
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from falling months before it actually did, The most 
reckless of gamblers would have refused to risk loss 
on such a basis of chances. Lord Salisbury, speaking 
to the vote of censure in the following February, 
accounted for it by Mr. Gladstone’s dread of his own 
extremists. Twenty-four years before, in one of his 
Quarterly articles, he had himself supplied a more 
satisfactory explanation. He was discussing an ab- 
normality in the Liberal leader’s psychology : 


‘‘ His mind, with all its power, has this strange 
peculiarity that his reason will not work vigorously 
on any question in which he does not take a hearty 
interest ; and he can only take a hearty interest in one 
question at one time. On any question, therefore, 
which crosses the subject of his heart . . . his per- 
ceptions are blunted and his reason will not work 
true. ... It [the engrossing subject] colours the medium 
through which all his political perceptions reach him 
and dictates every conclusion to which he comes.” 
(Quarterly Review, January 1861, p. 235.) 


By an unfortunate coincidence such a subject, in 
the form of a parliamentary and constitutional struggle 
of the first magnitude, had in fact taken possession of 
Mr. Gladstone’s thoughts in the summer of 1884. One 
must assume that as towards the unconnected tragedy 
enacting in the Soudan and all its inevitable sequences, 
his reason had for all practical purposes ceased to act. 


The struggle in question was one engaged be- 
tween the two Houses over the Bill for extending 
household suffrage to the counties, which had been 
introduced into Parliament in that session of 1884. 
On its merits, the measure met with little opposition 
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from the Conservative leaders. Lord Salisbury pro- 
tested against the time chosen for making the most 
ignorant and disaffected class in Ireland supreme at 
the polling-booth. He considered the change inex- 
pedient in Ireland and uncalled for in Great Britain, 
but on the score of principle he made no demur. 
Democracy had become an accomplished fact, and 
from the outset he refused to encourage the theorists 
on his own side who tried to make this an occasion for 
resuscitating a dead controversy. But parliamentary 
reform consists of two parts—enfranchisement and 
redistribution, and he maintained that in this parti- 
cular case it was the latter that was by far the most 
important. The existing electorate numbered some 
three million. Two million new voters were to be 
added to these, and added exclusively in the county 
constituencies, transforming the hitherto parity in 
numbers between them and the boroughs into a 
grotesque disproportion. If anything like an equality 
in vote values was to be preserved, it was estimated 
that the rearrangement of seats would have to be as 
far-reaching and revolutionary as that which took 
place in the great Reform Bill of 1832. 

The Government’s proposal was not only to sepa- 
rate these two branches of its measure, but, against 
all precedent practice, to make them independent of 
one another. The present Bill was for enfranchise- 
ment alone. It was not till after it became law that, 
in the following year, a Redistribution of Seats Bill 
was to be introduced. If, for any reason, that measure 
failed to pass, the general election must take place on 
the new franchise with the old seats. It was a possible 
eventuality which had a peculiar interest for Con- 
servatives. The gross inequalities and anomalies 
which would result would tell almost wholly against 
their party. Lord Salisbury calculated that it would 
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be deprived of as many as forty-seven seats, counting 
ninety-four on a division, upon which it might reckon 
if voting values were equally distributed. 

Mr. Gladstone defended the unusual procedure on 
precisely the ground which made it offensive to his 
opponents. It would be impossible, he said, to get so 
large a Redistribution Bill through the House of 
Commons without the goodwill of the Opposition. 
That goodwill could only be ensured if they knew that, 
if it did not get through, they would have to face an 
election under the conditions described. In other 
words, the Conservative party was to be forced, with 
a pistol at its head, to accept without amendment 
any scheme of distribution and delimitation of seats 
which Liberal election agents might draw up. 

This was the purpose avowed. Conservative wire- 
pullers divined a more sinister one in the background. 
They believed that the Government had no real in- 
tention of passing a Seats Bill at all. In a measure of 
such complicated detail, introduced in the last session 
of a Parliament, avoidance of success would be easy. 
Ministerialists, conscious of having lost favour in the 
country, were deliberately planning to secure an elec- 
tion on a constituency which would be a mockery of 
representation. These suspicions were discredited by 
the event: the proposal probably originated only in 
Mr. Gladstone’s habitual impatience of any change 
being made in the measures which he presented to 
the House. But despotism has always given tyranny 
its opportunity, and it was an undoubted fact that 
for the last year or two Radical orators had been 
advocating the adoption of these precise tactics on 
the ground that what they regarded as a desirable 
distribution of voting power would thereby be made 
easy. 

The situation, as it thus appeared, emphasised in 
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the eyes of the indignant Opposition the value of the 
safeguard which the Constitution had provided for such 
emergencies. If their premises were correct, a party 
which happened, for the time, to be in a majority in the 
elected Chamber were preparing to use that position to 
convert their temporary advantage into a permanent 
one: and—ewx hypothesi—that intolerable conclusion 
could only be averted by external intervention. 

A week after the Government’s plan had been 
announced in the House of Commons, Lord Salisbury, 
speaking at Chelsea on March 12, stated that he and 
his friends regarded the issue raised as of such grave 
constitutional importance as to demand an appeal to 
the country before it was decided. The statement was 
rightly interpreted as an invitation to the House of 
Lords to intervene, and Radical wrath at once became 
vocal on every platform and in every newspaper of 
the party. A claim to interfere in a question ex- 
clusively concerned with the constitution of the Lower 
House was held to be a culminating act of presump- 
tion, and Lord Salisbury was accused of preparing to 
destroy on a side issue a measure of popular enfran- 
chisement which he did not dare to resist openly. 

That particular charge was sufficiently refuted in 
the course of the campaign that followed. The Con- 
servative leaders pledged themselves so repeatedly and 
unequivocally in favour of the extended franchise 
that, had a dissolution taken place and they been 
returned to power, they must themselves have en- 
acted it. But it was undoubtedly true that Lord 
Salisbury welcomed the opportunity offered by Mr. 
Gladstone’s despotic tactics to work for a dissolution. 
The Soudanese disasters, following upon the failures 
and self-contradictions of the Government’s Irish 
policy, had produced a revulsion of feeling in the 
country which made him confident of electoral victory. 
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If one is to judge from the general election a year 
later, and from the large gains which the Conserva- 
tives then made in the boroughs where alone the old 
electorate survived, he was probably right. Thus, 
throughout the agitation which followed, he was aim- 
ing at something more than victory on the question 
in dispute. It would only not be true to say that he 
was playing the party game, because that phraseology 
did not represent his attitude towards the party issue. 
Least of all now, when happenings in Egypt were 
exemplifying all that he most contemned in national 
policy, and were already producing sinister reactions 
over the whole field of foreign relations. The expulsion 
of this Government from office had become, in his eyes, 
the most urgent of patriotic duties. 

The mistake which had been made in 1882 of taking 
the House of Lords into action without sufficient cer- 
tainty of public support was not to be repeated. The 
meeting at Chelsea was followed by a series of others 
called during that spring and summer in all parts of 
the country. Provincial Conservatism was already 
in a condition of ebullient militancy over the Soudan 
catastrophe and resolutions of support poured in from 
every quarter. Lady John Manners wrote to condole 
with him on the “ perpetual strain ” which the agita- 
tion put upon him. “It is rather,’ he replied, ‘a 
perpetual tiny pull. When I die of it my epitaph 
must be: * Died of writing inane answers to empty- 
headed Conservative Associations.’ It is a miserable 
death to look forward to” (March 9, 1884). 

His efforts were rewarded. In spite of the threats 
which appeared with each morning’s press reports and 
articles, he had singularly little difficulty in persuading 
the majority of the Lords to do battle. Lord Cairns, 
the champion of prudence, moved the reasoned 
amendment to the second reading of the Franchise 
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Bill which embodied the position taken up. It ap- 
proved of the franchise extended, but refused assent 
to a Bill “ unaccompanied by provisions for so appor- 
tioning the right to return members as to ensure a 
true and fair representation of the people,”—or by 
any security that that branch of the question would be 
dealt with at all. 

Lord Salisbury spoke to the division, and was gay 
in the confidence of his defiance. He chaffed Lord 
Rosebery for having talked of ‘‘ torrents and tempests 
and precipices and a great many other terrible things, 
in the midst of which we are to find ourselves if we 
reject this Bill,’ and he paraphrased a warning of 
Lord Fitzgerald’s who, he declared, had said that the 
House of Lords had been built by the side of the river, 
** so that members of the Conservative majority might 
escape by the penny steamboats while the people were 
thundering on the other side.’’ He rejected abso- 
lutely the deduction drawn from such anticipations,— 
that the peers should safeguard their privileges by 
submitting on all occasions of conflict to the decision 
of the House of Commons: ‘‘ Nobody,—no man who 
values his manhood and his self-respect, no man who 
prizes his intellectual freedom,—would wish to retain 
the privileges of this House upon the terms upon which 
they offer them to us.” And he concluded by em- 
phasising the distinction between the people and their 
parliamentary representatives, upon which he always 
insisted in this connection. 


‘* We have no fear of the humiliation with which 
we are threatened. We do not shrink from bowing to 
the opinion of the people, whatever that opinion may 
be. If it is their judgment that there should be en- 
franchisement without re-distribution, I should be very 
much surprised ; but I should not attempt to dispute 
their decision. ...1 feel that we are bound, as 
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guardians of their interests, to call upon.the Govern- 
ment to appeal to the people and by the result of that 
appeal we will abide.” (Hansard, July 8, 1884.) 


Lord Cairns’ amendment was passed by a majority 
of fifty-nine votes. Ministers responded by. announ- 
cing an immediate prorogation. Parliament was to 
reassemble for a new session in October, when the 
same measure would be again presented and sent up 
to the Lords under the same conditions as before. The 
interval was to be spent in rousing the country to such 
an expression of indignation as would, it was hoped, 
compel the Peers to pass the Bill before Christmas and 
thus attain the ministerial object of enfranchising the 
new voters before the measure for Redistribution of 
Seats was brought forward. 

The following letter, written three days after the 
division, was in reply to one from Canon MacColl, an 
able clergyman of the Tractarian party, an occasional 
writer for the press, and a friend and follower of Mr. 
Gladstone’s, but possessed also of great personal con- 
fidence in Lord Salisbury. While urging compromise 
in the present conflict, he had expressed his own hope 
for some form of co-operation in the future between 
the moderate elements in both parties, in which, 
rather surprisingly, he looked to Lord Salisbury to 
take the lead. After some phrases of thanks for the 
kindness of his language, Lord Salisbury proceeded : 


To Canon MacColl, July 11, 1884. 


“The position which you, too indulgently, con- 
template for me is one for which I am in no way fit. 
To be the leader of a large party,—still more to be the 
leader of anything resembling a Coalition—requires 
in a large measure the gifts of pliancy and optimism, 
and I, unfortunately, am very poorly endowed in either 
respect. 
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** Nor again can I recognise any motive for action 
in the fear that my party, as you rather prognosticate, 
will throw me over. I do not think such an issue by 
any means impossible, but the idea is not deterrent: 
on the contrary it is a soothing prospect to dwell upon, 
like the mirage in the desert. English politics keep hold 
of those who are in them because the framework of 
modern life is so tight that men find it hard to change 
their pursuits. But to those who know English 
politics well, they are not attractive,—their highest 
rewards confer no real power. Their strongest men— 
you give me an instance in Mr. Gladstone and the 
three F’s—have to carry out ideas that are not their 
own. And they fill up life with an incessant labour 
which to those who are not blessed with optimism 
leaves behind it the feeling of an almost unmingled 
waste of time. 

‘* As to the more political portion of the question, 
the case is very simple. I quite recognise the danger 
of defeat which attends the course we have selected. 
Various men will variously estimate the extent of that 
danger, but its existence no one can doubt. But the 
alternative which Mr. Gladstone presented to us was 
the absolute effacement of the Conservative party. It 
would not have reappeared as a political force for 
thirty years.—This conviction to which, after careful 
study, I came, greatly simplified for me the computa- 
tion of risks. An element of popularity more or less 
in our ‘ platform’ was wholly immaterial if the con- 
stituencies were to be so arranged that our platform 
had not the slightest chance of being received.” 


The threatened agitation started with a “‘ monster 
demonstration’? through the streets of London, in 
which the demonstrators were alternatively computed 
at 40,000 and 200,000,—a contrast in partisan statistics 
which was constantly reproduced during the following 
weeks. Ata Carlton meeting on the 15th, Lord Salisbury 
invited the Conservative Peers and Commoners to meet 
their opponents with their own weapons, and confided 
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to them his House of Lords’ plans for November. It 
would not be necessary this time to ask for any vote 
against the Franchise Bill,—only for a postponement 
either of its second reading or Committee stage to the 
following May. Ministers had not looked ahead. They 
had fired their shot. To kill their own Bill by an un- 
precedented double prorogation within six months was 
an expedient practically impossible to resort to for 
the sole purpose of spiting the Peers. But, on the 
other hand, the normal procedure of an adjournment 
over Christmas would yield the very point at issue by 
forcing them to pass their Seats Bill through the 
Commons while the Franchise Bill was still held up in 
the Lords. Their only escape from the dilemma would 
be the dissolution which they so manifestly dreaded. 
The plan had a further advantage which Lord Salisbury 
did not proclaim to the meeting but pointed out later 
in a private letter to his chief Whip. The action taken 
would be irrevocable. By parliamentary custom, 
when once a date is fixed by vote for any stage of a 
Bill, it cannot be anticipated. ‘“ This would save us 
from all attempts at compromises, bridges, open doors 
and the rest. . . . And that is the danger I am most 
afraid of—some cunning half-measure which sur- 
renders everything but may seem to the obtuser 
Lords to save their dignity.” (Zo Mr. R. Winn, 
September 4, 1884.) 

There could be no doubt as to the strength of the 
tactical position thus secured. ‘“‘ Compromises and 
bridges ’’ soon began to be popular themes for dis- 
cussion on the ministerial side. Lord Salisbury, having 
started his campaign in a speech of flaming defiance at 
Sheffield, retired to contemplate from Puys the fore- 
seen development of his adversaries’ difficulties. ‘‘ The 
Government are in a hole,”’ he wrote to a correspondent 
on September 20; “it is not our business to pull them 
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out.” He had received a letter from the Duke of 
Argyll a few days before, conveying a proposition of 
Mr. Gladstone’s that, when the Franchise Bill had 
passed the Commons again, a Seats Bill should be 
‘laid upon the table ”’ there, and that then the Lords, 
without waiting for it, should at once pass the Fran- 
chise Bill into law. Lord Salisbury answered that he 
could see no advantage in the proposal. If the 
Government intended to pass the Seats Bill through 
the Commons, there could be no harm in keeping 
the Franchise Bill waiting for it. If they did not 
so intend, ‘“‘ we should look unutterably foolish if we 
had allowed the Franchise Bill to pass without it ”’ 
(September 14, 1884). 

Meanwhile, the competing agitations went on. 
Ministers had staked all upon the minatory effect of 
popular wrath upon the Peers’ rank and file, and they 
spared no effort to excite it. It was said that between 
the two parties 700 meetings were held in the course 
of the following ten weeks, with an aggregate attend- 
ance variously computed at from two to four millions. 
The numerical preponderance was on the ministerial 
side, but though the counter agitation covered the 
smaller area, it was strong in its insistent and un- 
answered challenge to the verdict of the ballot- 
boxes. The Liberal press treated the challenge as an 
insult and counted heads manfully. But their figures 
were disputed; rival figures were hurled at them, 
and the dramatic effect of an uprising of popular 
indignation was lost in the wrangled balancing of 
numbers. 

At the end of September, Lord Salisbury concluded 
his own contribution to the flood of oratory by an 
attack upon the heart of the enemy’s position in the 
south-west of Scotland. Glasgow was the place first 
visited, and its Tory minority asserted themselves 
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vigorously. Following Midlothian precedents, they 
flocked to welcome their champion on his arrival. 
A travelling companion wrote a description of the 
scene to his wife. As he stepped out of the train 
nothing was visible in the great station but a sea of 
heads; every available inch of horizontal space was 
occupied ; men were banked up, a living wall, against 
the station’s sides, were clutching on to the standing 
rolling-stock, were even swarming over the roof of 
Lord Salisbury’s carriage as his train slowed down to 
the platform. The din of cheering under the arched 
roof was so terrific that when he shouted at the full 
power of his voice, no word was audible at ten yards’ 
distance. At the meetings that followed, enthusiasm 
was as keen though more disciplined. ‘‘ They have 
been, I think, the heartiest I have ever attended,’’ he 
reported to Lady Salisbury. And the assertion with 
which he closed the peroration of his principal speech : 
“The people will stand by the Lords,” was received 
with passionately prolonged applause. 

He could fairly boast that he had his share of demo- 
cratic support. Canon MacColl, a few weeks before, in 
continuance of his rdle as peacemaker, had written a 
friendly criticism of the Tory leader to the Spectator and 
had sent him a copy of the paper. The editor had 
appended a note to the letter deprecating any confidence 
being placed in so marked a “‘ foe of the people.”’ ‘‘ Mr. 
Hutton’s interpolation,” Lord Salisbury commented, 
““is a curious case of survival of expressions. That 
impersonation of ‘the people’ as a thing you can love 
or hate—or be the ‘ foe’ of—belongs to the dialect 
of the French Convention. It means nothing. How- 
ever unchristian he may think me, does he imagine 
I hate the people who vote Tory as well as the people 
who vote Radical,—the people who cheer me as well 
as the people who hiss me ? 
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“The only restraint I should like to impose on the 
liberty of the press would be to make political ab- 
stractions penal.” (August 24, 1884.) 

Though railway-station oratory had to be tolerated 
as part of the ritual of propaganda in a place visited 
directly for that purpose, he resisted it strenuously 
in those more informal aspects of it which Mr. Glad- 
stone had popularised. At Carlisle, on his way to 
Scotland, a large crowd awaited him, cheering con- 
tinuously as long as the train remained in the station. 
But as one of his companions reported in comic 
despair to Lady Salisbury, ‘‘ He wouldn’t so much as 
put his head out of the window, but sat touching his 
hat with a ghastly grin in the furthest corner,—and it 
was that dreadful old travelling wideawake ! ”’ 

There was a ten days’ interval between his en- 
gagements at Glasgow and those at Kelso, which he 
utilised to go northward to Gordon Castle, to consult 
with his heutenants, the Duke of Richmond and Lord 
Cairns. He stopped on the way at Lord John Manners’ 
house in Perthshire, and was told that six reporters 
had appeared in the neighbouring town of Dunkeld, 
making enquiries as to his next destination. He found 
a sporting excitement in evading their attentions. 
‘“‘ It is rather like a paper-chase,”’ he observes to his 
wife, and two days later reports triumphantly that 
he has “ given them the slip.”’ He was less successful 
in concealing his movements on his return journey, 
and at Perth had to submit for a whole half-hour to 
the ‘‘ endearments ”’ of his supporters clamouring for 
a speech. A few days afterwards, during a stop of 
some minutes late in the evening at Galashiels, one of 
a noisy crowd of enthusiasts who had been vainly 
trying to arouse response from the interior of the 
darkened and closely curtained saloon-carriage, was 
heard to exclaim with scandalised indignation : “ This 
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is nae politics!’ ‘* Decidedly,” was Lord Salisbury’s 
conclusion, ‘‘ as long as the G.O.M. lives, Scotch rail- 
way stations are places to be avoided.”’ 

He brought only one anxiety south with him. “TI 
left my two wise counsellors in the north in a very fair 
frame of mind,” he wrote to his wife on October 12. 
‘“‘ They will still give me trouble in the future—but I 
hope to pull through.”’ 

The testing crisis was never reached. For fighting 
a constitutional issue the Government suffered under 
a disability which no big words could remove. “ Say 
what they will,’ wrote Lord Salisbury to Sir Stafford 
Northcote on October 9, ‘‘ their horror of a dissolu- 
tion does not go down.”’ Various tentative sugges- 
tions for a possible settlement were made by Liberal 
spokesmen, but none that gave the security required 
either for the passing of a Seats Bill or for the im- 
partiality of its provisions. When Parliament met 
on October 23, and while the Franchise Bill was going 
through its successive stages in the Commons, both 
Houses maintained their battlefront unbroken. But 
the third power in the Constitution was already at 
work in the background. 

Lord Salisbury had received no such royal appeal 
to surrender as had been addressed to him two years 
before. But, during the autumn, the fears stirred in 
the Queen by the violence of the agitation and her 
anxiety to end it were conveyed to him through more 
than one channel. In October she approached him 
more directly. Sir Henry Ponsonby, acting under her 
instructions, made an attempt to bring him and Lord 
Hartington together. It was not very successful. 
The Whig Minister said that it would be useless for 
him to approach the Opposition leaders while they 
persisted in maintaining the Peers’ right to override 
the House of Commons, backed as it now was by a 
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popular outcry ;' Lord Salisbury retorted that any 
Government could get up an agitation of public meet- 
ings, and that “such a doctrine, if accepted, would 
reduce the House of Lords to impotence.’ He tried 
in the same letter to reassure the Queen as to the issues 
of violence which she dreaded. Since it manifestly 
was possible to pass both Bills in one session, it might 
be hoped that as the course of business in Parliament 
developed, Ministers would realise that fact and ‘‘ the 
question would solve itself naturally.”” Even if they 
did not, the agitation could not long continue, since 
a brief interval of time must bring a dissolution, ‘‘ and 
when once a dissolution has taken place, the difficulty 
is at an end”’ (October 20, 1884). 

Her Majesty was being coincidently assured by 
Mr. Gladstone that, if a dissolution did take place, the 
elections would be fought on the issue, not of House 
of Commons’ representation, but of the continued sur- 
vival of the House of Lords, and she refused to accept 
this serene estimate of the future course of events. 
Sir Henry Ponsonby tried again, and asked Lord 
Salisbury for suggestions for a compromise. Lord 
Salisbury assured him that the Opposition were pre- 
pared for “a reasonable compromise.”’ But, of course, 
that could not include a negation of the essence of the 
Lords’ July resolution—that “ there must be adequate 
security in the proposals of the Government that the 
Franchise Bill should not come into operation except 
as part of an entire scheme.” To withdraw from that 
position in face of the threats addressed to them by 
Cabinet Ministers within the last three weeks would 
involve an abandonment of the Lords’ constitutional 
rights to which he could not consent. He regretted 
that “the Prime Minister’s language seemed to lay 
down that any course which does not make the Lords 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 2nd series, vol. iii. pp. 550-51. 
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pass through the Caudine forks does make the Govern- 
ment do so.” 

To Sir Henry’s request for suggestions he replied, 
though unhopefully, by proposing that the House of 
Lords should read the Franchise Bill a second time and 
then merely keep it waiting till the Seats Bill came 
up from the Lower House. “I fail to understand the 
objections to this course ”’ + (October 28, 1884). 

The objection lay in the keeping of the Franchise 
Bill waiting—the point upon which Mr. Gladstone 
had staked his honour in resistance. The field of 
negotiation was now narrowed to the search for an 
expedient whereby the “‘ adequate security ” required 
by the Lords should be provided without that in- 
admissible condition—and the Prime Minister’s re- 
peated enquiry as to “ what the Opposition required 
in Redistribution ’’ pointed the way. 

On October 31, Her Majesty, acting under the 
advice of the Duke of Argyll, broke the end of Colum- 
bus’s egg by writing to the two leaders, and inviting 
them to meet and discuss with each other the character 
of the proposed measure.? 

Lord Salisbury replied that “it would give him 
great pleasure to consult with anyone whom her 
Majesty wished him to consult with,” and that he 
would do what in him lay “ to bring the controversy 
speedily: to a just and honourable conclusion ”’ 3 
(November 3). The Prime Minister’s reply was less 
satisfactory. He deferred immediate acceptance, and 
appears to have spent the next fortnight in efforts to 
obtain “informal” assurances, first through Sir 
Michael Beach and then through Sir Stafford North- 
cote. Lord Salisbury warned Sir Michael against any 
‘preliminary agreement ’—and Sir Stafford did not 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 2nd series, vol. iii. p. 559. 
2 Ibid. p. 563. 3 Ibid. p. 566. 
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require warning. He and Lord Salisbury, so the latter 
told Sir Michael, had unreservedly accepted the 
Queen’s proposal for a formal conference, and they 
must leave it at that. The Tory chief had become 
suspicious under the Prime Minister’s postponements, 
and while assuring a supporter, Sir John Kennaway, 
of his own willingness to negotiate, said that he 
doubted whether on Mr. Gladstone’s part there was 
more than a “desire to have the credit of negotia- 
tion ” (November 15). 

But he was wrong in his inference. The Prime 
Minister was preparing to make his entry into con- 
ference the occasion for full concession. No explana- 
tion appears of the delays which he had interposed ; 
they may have been inspired by requirements of Cabinet 
diplomacy or by hopes of such a last moment mutiny 
on Lord Salisbury’s back benches as had won him his 
victory over the Arrears Act. There were no signs 
of it at present. On November 11 the Franchise Bill 
passed its third reading in the Commons and started 
upon its perilous voyage through the Upper House. 
The second reading there was fixed for the 18th; the 
‘“‘ big”? division was to be taken on the motion for 
going into Committee two days later, and on the 12th 
Lord Salisbury sent out his whips for the crucial 
struggle. No defections in the ranks of his majority 
were reported, though his ‘“‘ two wise counsellors ” 
had hurried southward intent on shepherding their 
chief from desperate courses. 

Such precaution proved uncalled for. The terms 
offered were too good. On the afternoon of the 17th 
the Government’s proposal was read out in both 
Houses. If they received ‘‘ adequate ”’ assurance of 
the Franchise Bill being passed into law by Christmas, 
they would be willing to make the provisions of the 
Seats Bill “‘a subject of friendly communication at 
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once and before introduction’ ;—to prosecute the 
thus agreed measure with all speed, so that it should 
pass its second reading in the Commons simultane- 
ously with the taking of the Franchise Bill in Com- 
mittee by the Lords ;—and to make its passage “in 
a form agreeable to the House” a “ vital’ Govern- 
ment question. 

It was understood that the “‘ friendly communica- 
tion” was to take the form of a Conference between 
the Government and Opposition leaders in both 
Houses. Ministers required, at first, that the engage- 
ment to let the Franchise Bill through should be 
immediately entered into; but Lord Salisbury in- 
sisted that it should be made dependent on the 
Conference reaching an agreement, and his claim was 
conceded. If the leaders failed to produce an agreed 
Bill, the Peers would remain as free to hold over the 
Franchise Bill as they were now. Under these cir- 
cumstances Lord Salisbury advised acceptance of the 
terms at a meeting of his followers called at the 
Carlton on the 18th. The same evening in the House 
of Lords he moved the postponement of the Com- 
mittee stage of the Franchise Bill for a fortnight, in 
order to give time for the Conference to do its work. 

This arrangement gave all, and more than all, that 
the Opposition had fought for. An agreed Redis- 
tribution Bill, whose provisions the Government were 
to be pledged beforehand to pass into law, had re- 
placed the threat of a dictated one of uncertain enact- 
ment, and the Franchise Bill would not be released 
by the Peers until that conclusion was ensured. The 
‘adequate security,’ for demanding which they had 
been for three months furiously denounced from 
Liberal platforms throughout the length and breadth 
of the land, had been conceded to them in ample 
measure. Popular agitation, unbacked by confidence 
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in the popular vote, had made its promoters look not 
a little foolish. 

Lord Salisbury, however, was not enthusiastic over 
his success. He had failed in his ulterior aim. Though 
victorious in the constitutional battle, he had been 
defeated in the party one. His disappointment can 
hardly have been acute. The conviction which had 
been borne in on him with increasing force during the 
struggle,—that his opponents’ judgment of the elec- 
toral position concurred entirely with his own,—must 
have long destroyed any real hope of compelling an 
appeal to the constituencies. But there is an un- 
questionable note of regret—almost of apology—in 
the report which he wrote on the evening of the 
Carlton meeting to Lord Cranbrook, the most militant 
of his colleagues : 


To Lord Cranbrook, November 18, 1884. 


‘** On the whole, we came to the conclusion that we 
could not safely refuse to enter upon the communica- 
tions to which the Government invite us. We pledge 
ourselves to nothing until the result of them is ascer- 
tained. If we had taken the other course we should 
have gone to a dissolution very heavily weighted. 

‘* The Carlton meeting was practically unanimous 
(Redesdale and Oranmore were partly dissentient), 
and a great many indications combined to prove that 
the ice was cracking all round us, and that we should 
have led the party to great disaster if we had declined 
to negotiate.” 


The Conference,—in which, except on one point, 
no difficulty was found in coming to an agreement,— 
was the occasion for a curious play of personalities. 
Though Liberal electioneerers were discontented with 
the result, Mr. Gladstone used to affirm afterwards 
that on nearly all the points on which he had differed 
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from his collaborators it was he who had been the 
champion of Conservatism: ‘I kept asking myself 
which was the policeman and which was the thief.” 
That was probably because the Conservatism on 
which he always prided himself consisted wholly of 
reverence for tradition,—an element which counted 
for very little in Lord Salisbury’s political creed. 
Electoral districts—the division of the electorate into 
mathematically equal units—had for long been a Tory 
and, indeed, a Whig bugbear—the war-cry of extreme 
Radicalism in the fifties and sixties. This ideal, 
apart from its doctrinaire symmetry, was approached 
in what was the most prominent and revolutionary 
feature of the new settlement,—.e. the breaking up 
of the counties and big towns as units of multiple 
membership, and the practically universal introduction 
of single member constituencies of approximately 
equal size. Lord Salisbury admitted that he was 
responsible for this change, and defended it against 
the disapproval of some of his more conventionally 
minded followers. It was accompanied by instruc- 
tions to the boundary Commissioners that, in fixing 
the limits of the new constituencies, they should “‘ have 
regard to the pursuits of the population.” So con- 
ditioned, he maintained, it offered the best opening 
available for the representation of social minorities. 
Residential and business quarters which, if the in- 
habitants of the town continued to vote as a whole, 
must have been merged in the working-class element 
would thus be able to return members of their own. 
Personally, he would have preferred, and in his 
speeches that summer had advocated, a more accurate 
and elaborate system of minority representation. 
But on that, as he wrote to Lord Cranbrook after the 
agreement was concluded, he had found his own 
party too profoundly divided for insistence. 
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Even more bound up with Conservative tradition 
than the dread of “electoral districts’? was the patron- 
age of small boroughs—dating from the squires’ 
domination over the proprietary boroughs of the pre- 
Reform period. In a sketch of the original ministerial 
plan which had appeared in the newspapers, and 
though unauthorised was generally credited, all ex- 
isting boroughs of more than 10,000 inhabitants had 
been left with separate representation. The advent 
of Tory collaboration was marked by the more drastic 
disfranchisement of every unit of less than 15,000 
population, with a corresponding increase in the repre- 
sentation of large towns. It may be noted as evidence 
of the inevitable influence of the local wire-puller in 
any purely party scheme, that of the thirty-five seats 
which the original ministerial project would have saved, 
twenty-three were represented by Liberals. But Lord 
Salisbury’s advocacy of the change rested upon wider 
grounds. He repeatedly urged at the time, both in 
public and in private, his conviction that the tradi- 
tional view had become obsolete, and that it was to 
the large centres of population that the Conservative 
party must henceforth look for its main urban support. 
For the next twenty years this forecast was justified by 
the election returns. He himself accounted for the fact 
by the demand upon the reasoning faculties which Con- 
servatism makes. The intellectual activity engendered 
in great towns arms men both against the economic 
fallacies and the merely emotional appeals of Radical 
propagandists. 

The only point upon which the Conference was 
ever in danger of disruption was that of the University 
seats. Ministers insisted upon their abolition ; Lord 
Salisbury, with even greater rigidity, upon their 
retention. There came a day when a deadlock was 
reached, and he reported to his wife that he feared the 


124 LORD SALISBURY 


Conference must break up. The occasion has a family 
interest as being the only one on record in which Lady 
Salisbury took direct political action. Normally, she 
always maintained that women did nothing but harm 
by intervening in their husbands’ business. But on 
this occasion she drove down to Downing Street at 
tea-time and asked to see the Prime Minister. She 
appealed to him by all the old Church and Oxford 
memories which were associated with their earlier 
intimacy, and also staked her knowledge of her hus- 
band’s character on the assurance that it was a point 
upon which he would never yield. Mr. Gladstone 
gave way, and told her that it was owing to her inter- 
vention that he had done so. She was characteristi- 
cally sceptical of the compliment, but in all proba- 
bility there was no antagonism of his own to overcome, 
only deference to his followers’ prejudices to deprecate. 
A day or two later he returned the visit,—celebrating 
the successful conclusion of the Conference by coming 
to tea at Arlington Street. Lord Salisbury was not 
present, and Lady Salisbury asked Dr. Liddon? as the 
only other guest, so that, during an hour’s eloquent 
conversation upon theology and literature, politics 
were not even distantly alluded to. 

1 The Rev. H. P. Liddon, D.D., 1829-90. Ireland Professor of Exegesis 
at Oxford, and for twenty years Canon of St. Paul’s Cathedral. Though 
eminent as a theologian, he was mainly known for his gift of preaching. His 
sermons by their spiritual fervour, wide scholarship, and brilliant eloquence 
of style, combined with a singular charm of voice and delivery, attracted 
congregations which, week by week during his months of residence at St. 
Paul’s, filled the space under the dome and overflowed into the nave and 
transepts. Though fundamentally an uncompromising Conservative, he 
had many points of contact with Mr. Gladstone; in his Church views, his 
literary and historical cultivation, and, specifically, in the sympathy which 
he had shown with the Liberal leader’s denunciations of Turkish cruelties 
in ’76-78. The public part which he had taken on that occasion had per- 


manently angered both Lord Beaconsfield and the Queen. But he was an 


attached friend of Lady Salisbury’s of many years’ standing, and was a constant 
visitor at Hatfield. 


CHAPTER V 
LORD SALISBURY’S FIRST MINISTRY, 1885 


Two sessions, divided only by an interval of continuous 
platform speaking, had been devoted to the constitu- 
tional battle, and it was to the general relief that 
Parliament adjourned in December till the third week 
in February. Lord Salisbury took the opportunity 
for a short trip with some of his family to the Riviera 
and Italy. They were at Naples when the telegram 
reached Europe announcing the fall of Khartoum, 
and with it the death of the man who, more than any 
within living memory, had fired public imagination in 
England. The consciousness of his wonderful defence, 
at first with a single comrade, and then for five long 
months in an utter solitude of race and religion; the 
cries for help, incredulous of desertion, which had lat- 
terly pierced—in brief and uncertain ramours—through 
the investing horde of savages; the ache of anxiety 
with which during all that winter his countrymen had 
watched the relief force fighting its way, inch by inch, 
across the desert; the confident hope by which that 
anxiety had recently been stilled,—all contributed to 
the passion of emotion stirred by the news of that hope’s 
collapse within forty-eight hours of its achievement. 
Parliament met on February 19, and notice was 
immediately given of a vote of censure in both Houses ; 
—Lord Salisbury had reached England two days before. 
When the vote was divided upon in the Commons the 
125 
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Ministerial majority fell to fourteen. Even that was 
recognised as having been obtained by a supreme 
straining of party discipline. In private, Liberals and 
Radicals of approved constancy were outspoken in 
indignant repudiation of their leaders. It was a 
notable instance of the power of contagious feeling. 
No constituents’ interests were involved ; no practical 
issue was at stake; for the mischief was done and was 
past remedy. But the excitement of shame and anger 
which swept over the nation reacted upon individual 
members with a force that Whips were impotent to 
control. 

Such an opening of the session was felt to be an 
augury of things to come. Some of Lord Salisbury’s 
followers, in confidence of near approach to the 
responsibilities of office, pressed him to make a positive 
pronouncement of Conservative policy in Egypt. 


To Lord Cairns, February 20, 1885. 


“There is a great pressure from our men for the 
declaration of a ‘policy’. ...I take the general 
objects of our policy to be to keep Egypt from Euro- 
pean interference on the one side and from anarchy 
on the other. Interference with internal government 
is no part of our political aim and should only be prac- 
tised so far as the higher dictates of humanity require. 
It is mostly required for stopping the Slave Trade, 
and we may do much to prevent cruelty of government, 
but I do not believe in the plan of moulding the Egyp- 
tians to our civilisation. As long as they are Mahom- 
medans that is impossible, and we must not forget 
that, though we have often ruled mixed creeds, or 
creeds other than Mahommedan, we have never yet 
ruled Mahommedans alone. The only place in which 
we have tried it is Afghanistan, and then it was not 
precisely a success.”’ 


He did as he was asked in speaking to the vote of 
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censure in the Lords. The public deliverance differed 
from this private one by the omission, in any direct 
form, of his objections to internal interference. Per- 
haps a prevision as to how far the “‘ higher dictates of 
humanity ”’ might force him to ignore them made him 
cautious of pledging himself on the subject. 


** Let us examine broadly what are the interests of 
England in this matter. With Mediterranean politics, 
as such, we have no great reason to concern ourselves. 
France may be mistress in Algeria and Tunis ; Morocco 
may go its own way; and it is said that Italy has 
views in Tripoli; but Egypt stands in a peculiar 
position. It is the road to India. The condition of 
Egypt can never he indifferent to us, and, more than 
that, after all the sacrifices that we have made, after 
all the efforts that this country has put forth, after 
the position that we have taken up in the eyes of the 
world, we have a right, and it is our duty to insist upon 
it, that our influence shall be predominant in Egypt. 
I do not care by what technical arrangements this 
result is obtained. . . . A good Government, like any 
other organised being, must pass through the stages 
of infancy to maturity. There must be a long stage 
of infancy during which this Government is unable to 
defend itself, and if it is to exist for any useful purpose, 
it requires during that period protection and security, 
which it can only derive from the action of an external 
Power. It is that protection and security that England 
must give.” (Hansard, February 26, 1885.) 


There was an element of fundamental insincerity in 
the parliamentary conflict of this session. Ministers 
could not really dread a defeat which would sub- 
stitute their successors’ programme for their own per- 
formance as the decisive interest in the approaching 
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elections. Their failure abroad had not been limited 
to the bloody tragedy of the Soudan. There were 
growing indications of the extent to which England’s 
influence in Europe had been lowered. She had pro- 
posed the year before to raise a loan for Egypt on her 
own guarantee. The proposal had not only been re- 
jected by the “‘ Caisse de la Dette,’’ which had in- 
sisted upon adding yet one more fetter to the hamper 
of Egypt’s international indebtedness, but had been 
made the occasion for a concerted continental challenge 
of British administration in the country. And among 
the representatives who had supported France’s lead 
in this demand for a “ multiple control” had ap- 
peared not only the Russian and Austrian, but also 
the German, upon whose good offices in similar 
emergencies England hitherto had always been able 
to count. 

A difficulty of a more dangerous character was pre- 
paring with Russia. In the previous year her almost 
automatic advance in Central Asia had brought her 
into actual contact with the borderland districts of 
Afghanistan, and she had agreed to a delimitation of 
frontiers by commissioners on the spot. But in the 
course of this winter her attitude had suffered a notable 
change. She had suddenly claimed a line which was 
far in advance of one which she herself had previously 
suggested ; had refused consent even to the considera- 
tion of any intermediate proposal, and had demanded 
in particular that Penjdeh, a strong place which was 
and had been for years in Afghan possession, should 
be placed on her side of the frontier. The British 
Government could not agree, and a deadlock had been 
reached. This hostile development was suggestively 
coincident with a curious exhibition of temper at 
Berlin. On March 2, in the course of a colonial debate 
in the Reichstag, Prince Bismarck had publicly de- 
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nounced the loquacious futility of Downing Street as 
making negotiation with it intolerable. His brutalities 
were generally symptomatic, and taken in conjunction 
with the action of his representatives in Cairo, with 
Russia’s defiant attitude in Central Asia, and with 
whispers of trouble brewing in Turkey, the outburst 
presented sinister possibilities. 

The contradictory directions in which Lord Salis- 
bury’s wishes were drawn, accordingly as this situation 
was contemplated from a national or a party point of 
view, were reflected in his utterances. On February 
19, in the House of Lords, he had spoken bitterly of 
the policy “ which has left us isolated in Europe, is 
calling up threatening clouds in Asia, and has alienated 
our Colonies’; and, closing his speech on the Egyp- 
tian vote of censure with a similar reference to “ the 
great dangers now confronting us abroad,” he had 
called for the immediate dismissal of Ministers. 


“If you continue to trust them, if you continue 
for any party reason to abandon to their care the 
affairs which they have hitherto so hopelessly mis- 
managed, you must expect to go on from bad to worse ; 
you must expect to lose the little prestige which you 
retain; you must expect to find in other portions 
of the world the results of the lower consideration 
which you occupy in the eyes of mankind.” (Hansard, 
February 26, 1885.) 


The other point of view was presented in a letter 
to Lord Cairns a week later : 


To Lord Cairns, March 3, 1885. 


‘“* Matters are gloomy,—I never saw them gloomier. 
We have differences amounting to very serious tension 
with France, Russia, and Germany, which carries 
Austria. Add to that Egypt, Ireland, a crushing 
Budget in prospect, and trade which will not revive. 
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I cannot be thankful enough to those fourteen gentle- 
men who stood between us and such an inheritance as 
that. But can the Government go on?” 


A month later the Central Asian difficulty reached 
an acute stage. Throughout February the Russian 
troops had continued their activities,—occupying 
place after place in territory claimed by the Afghans 
and approaching perilously near to others actually 
held by them. The Afghans were responsively excited, 
and to avert the danger of a collision the Govern- 
ments of London and St. Petersburg bound them- 
selves to stop all advances beyond the positions 
actually held by either side until a settlement had been 
reached. This agreement was signed on March 17, 
and on March 30 the Russian commander attacked 
Penjdeh, routed its Afghan garrison with great 
slaughter, and established an occupation of the dis- 
puted fortress. 

The British Cabinet retorted on this breach of 
faith with unwonted vigour. They called out the 
Army Reserve and applied to Parliament for a war 
credit of eleven millions. The Russian Foreign Office 
professed—in all probability with truth—teo be igno- 
rant of their officers’ action, and on May 2 con- 
sented to refer the question of responsibility for what 
had happened to neutral arbitration. All that sur- 
vived of the short-lived crisis was the opportunity 
which it had incidentally offered of escape from the 
rash pledge ‘to smash the Mahdi” which Ministers 
had given during the first outburst of emotion after 
the death of Gordon. The troops sent out to Suakin 
for that purpose were passed on to Bombay to re- 
inforce the army of defence in India. The Khartoum 
relief force was already in full retreat upon the frontier 
of Egypt proper and the Soudan was finally abandoned, 
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to remain for another thirteen years under the dark 
tyranny of the desert fanatics. It had by now be- 
come recognised on all sides that under present con- 
ditions the catastrophe of January was irretrievable. 
On May 18, Lord Salisbury took leave of the subject 
with a brief, stern recapitulation of the Government’s 
failures, dwelling particularly on the reckless slaughter 
of their opponents, again and again repeated and un- 
justified by any result obtained : ‘‘ Arab blood poured 
out upon the desert like water for no cause or reason 
whatever.”’ 

The removal of the immediate danger of a rupture 
with Russia had not reassured him as to the general 
state of our relations abroad. His uneasiness was 
expressed in a constant critical questioning in the 
House of Lords, which at length brought a reproof 
from Lord Granville. Such continued depreciation of 
his own Government’s intentions and actions would 
have a discouraging effect on friendly Powers. The 
dilemma involved was one to which Governments and 
Oppositions have never found the same answer. If 
positions had been reversed, would Lord Salisbury 
have accepted the defence which he now offered ? 


‘** Our absolute sovereign is the people of this 
country, and it is they and they alone who can bring 
a remedy to the mischief that is going on. If they 
do not interfere, no one can interfere. You have a 
form of government from many points of view purely 
democratic and you must take it with the incidents 
that naturally adhere to it, and one of those incidents 
is publicity of deliberation. The authority which 
decides in the first place is the Cabinet, and it decides 
in secret, and it is right in maintaining that secrecy to 
the utmost. But the authority to which you must 
appeal from the Cabinet is the people,—and their de- 
liberations are conducted in the open field. If they 
are to be rightly informed, you must deal fully and 
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frankly with all the subjects which must form the 
basis of their determination.” (Hansard, May 12, 
1885.) 


The rank and file of the party had not the same 
personal reasons as their leaders for deprecating a 
change of Ministers, and the electoral argument which 
should have appealed to them was quite inadequate 
to control the sentiment of righteous wrath and de- 
mand for its expression which the events of the last 
year or two had engendered. Sir Stafford Northcote 
was fitted neither by his natural temper nor his actual 
physical condition to satisfy his followers in this mood. 
With the rational but ineffectual aim of attracting 
support from malcontents on the ministerial benches 
his efforts were constantly directed to lowering rather 
than raising the temperature of debate. The result 
was that, during this session, the discontent which had 
hitherto been confined to a few excitable spirits became 
general, and Lord Salisbury had some difficulty in 
meeting the appeals which reached him privately to 
come to the rescue of his party in the Lower House: 
**T will gladly do anything I can to help,” he wrote to 
Lord Randolph Churchill on one such occasion, ‘* but 
always with one reservation,—I am bound to Sir 
Stafford Northcote as a colleague, by a tie not of 
expediency but of honour, and I could not take part 
in anything which would be at variance with entire 
loyalty to him ” (April 238, 1885). 

The outbreak of the Russian crisis had closed all 
ranks for a brief period in patriotic sympathy, and 
after the farewell spoken to the Soudan tragedy there 
came an apparent lull in the parliamentary battle. On 
June 7, Lord Salisbury replied to Lady John Manners, 
who had reported a prediction of Lord Randolph’s 
that the Government’s defeat was near at hand : 
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“ R. C, is too sanguine a man for his gossip to be 
taken at its full value, so I hope that, in spite of appear- 
ances, the Ministry is not breaking up. Nothing would 
be more intolerable than a ministerial crisis just now— 
and nothing would be harder on the Tories. To have to 
govern six months with a hostile but dying Parliament 
is the very worst thing that can happen to us.” 


But Lord Randolph was right. The next day, 
Monday the 8th, the House had before it an amendment 
to the Budget moved by Sir Michael Hicks Beach, 
deprecating increases on the Beer Tax and the Suc- 
cession duty. Considering what the loyalty of Govern- 
ment supporters had already withstood, the issue did 
not appear one likely to strain it to breaking point. A 
day or two before, Lord Salisbury, in urging Sir 
Stafford Northcote not to hurry back to town too 
soon after a bad cold, had remarked that there was 
nothing so far as he knew to bring him up “ even on 
Monday.”’ But seventy-six of the Ministerialists were 
absent from the division unpaired—some of the more 
guileless writing afterwards to the newspapers to com- 
plain of not having been “ whipped.” The Irish 
voted with the Opposition, the Government was beaten 
by a majority of twelve votes and immediately re- 
signed office. 

The tactics of the Conservative front bench in 
challenging the division were criticised, though the 
event was probably inevitable,—if not on this issue 
then on another. A Government anxious for defeat 
cannot ultimately be refused by an Opposition which 
has for months been denouncing it as a public danger. 
But, for the Tories as a party, the evil of the event 
was unquestionable. ‘‘ The prospect before us is 
very serious,’ wrote Lord Salisbury to Lord Cranbrook 
on the Wednesday; ‘‘the vote on Monday night was 
anything but a subject for congratulation.” There 
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could be no immediate appeal to the country. That 
very week the Seats Bill passed through its final 
stages in the House of Lords, and with its passage the 
old constituencies ceased to have any legal existence. 
The machinery for bringing the new ones into being 
could not be completed before November. A dissolu- 
tion was therefore impossible before that date, and 
after such an interval the judgment of the country 
could no longer be taken directly upon the record 
of Liberal failure; while the outgoing Government 
would have the further advantage of transferring to 
their opponents the difficulty with which they were 
faced that summer in the expiry of the Peace Pre- 
servation Act, under which Ireland had been governed 
since 1882. 

It was still open to the Tory leaders to repudiate 
the responsibility of their parliamentary victory and 
refuse to take office. That is not a course which is 
usually held to be either wise or creditable, but the 
unique position in which they were placed by the 
suspension of the power of dissolution would have 
made it justifiable. At least, that was the conclusion 
to which they came, and to which Lord Salisbury 
agreed in the conversations which took place between 
them while the Queen’s response to Mr. Gladstone’s 
resignation was being awaited. She was at Balmoral : 
the resignation had been sent down by messenger, and 
it was not until Thursday evening, June 11, that Lord 
Salisbury received by telegram his first summons to 
undertake the formation of a Ministry. He started 
northward by the night mail. 

He travelled alone, and used to pride himself 
afterwards on the success with which he had eluded 
the “ touts ” who were hot upon his trail from every 
news office in the kingdom. At the first station at 
which the train stopped in the early morning, he 
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slipped out of the sleeping-car into which he had been 
duly ushered by dignified officials at King’s Cross and 
took refuge in an empty third-class compartment. 
Keeping himself close he heard, as the day advanced, 
the footsteps of puzzled pressmen hurrying along 
beside the train at each stopping-place, and listened 
with gratified appreciation to their ejaculations of 
mutual information: ‘“‘ It’s evidently a mistake!” 
“ T can’t find him anywhere!” ‘ He’s certainly not 
on the train!” 

On his arrival at Balmoral the Queen, by his 
advice, telegraphed a request to Mr. Gladstone to 
reconsider his decision,—a request, however, which 
was not backed by any refusal of the Opposition 
leader to succeed him. It was declined, and when 
Lord Salisbury left Scotland twenty-four hours later he 
had resolved upon accepting office. The late Lord St. 
Aldwyn—Sir Michael Hicks Beach of those days—in 
some noted recollections which he kindly contributed 
for the purpose of this book, refers to this change of 
intention as an instance of the strong personal in- 
fluence which the Queen exercised over Lord Salis- 
bury. It undoubtedly counted. His feeling for her 
was at all times imbued with a strong element of pro- 
tective chivalry. The burden of the witnessed evil 
which she could not prevent, but for which she felt 
a sovereign’s responsibility, weighed upon her heavily. 
Now that he had the opportunity of coming to her 
help, was it possible for him to abandon her ? 

Such was the substance of her appeal. But it was 
supported by reasons which affected him with a force 
quite independent of the person who offered them. 
Freed at last from constitutional restraints, she was 
able to make him a full sharer in her inner knowledge 
of the world situation. The reality surpassed the 
apprehensions which had been roused in him by 
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published happenings. Prince Bismarck had been 
discussing amicably with the French Government 
proposals for insisting upon the “ Europeanising ”’ of 
Egypt and its removal from England’s exclusive 
protection. Austria had come to an understanding 
with her age-long rival, Russia, as to conditions in 
the Balkan peninsula by which her neutrality would 
be engaged in the event of a Russian quarrel with 
England. The latest development was the drawing 
in of Turkey, our ancient and peculiar ally, to this 
combination. Russia had been seeking her friend- 
ship, had even offered the retrocession of Kars and 
Ardahan, involving under the terms of the Anglo- 
Turkish Convention that of Cyprus also. Turkey 
had appealed to the two German powers for advice, 
and they had counselled her, in the event of an Anglo- 
Russian war, to proclaim neutrality and rigidly close 
the Straits against the fleets of both belligerents,— 
action which, in the disability inflicted, would have 
been almost wholly one-sided. Russia had insisted 
that the prohibition should be more than verbal, and 
had offered assistance in arming the Straits against 
the passage of British warships. Turkey was herself 
actually engaged in preparations for making their 
defence effective. 

Such was the picture which, with more or less pre- 
cision of detail, was presented to Lord Salisbury in 
the documents which he found ten days later in 
Downing Street. In its general outlines it no doubt 
formed the substance of those Balmoral confidences 
which caused him to ignore all the arguments which 
he had found convincing in London. ‘ They [the 
Liberai Government] have at least achieved their long 
desired “Concert of Europe,’”’ he commented bitterly 
on his return: “ They have succeeded in uniting the 
continent of Kurope—against England.” 


Photo. Elliot & Fry, Ltd. 
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On his return south the difficulties which first met 
him belonged to that category of personal accommoda- 
tions which he always found more burdensome than 
the settling of international problems. It was signi- 
ficant of the considerations which had determined his 
action that, even before leaving Scotland, he had 
decided, with the Queen’s approval, upon the then 
unprecedented course of combining the Foreign Office 
with the Premiership, and had telegraphed to Sir 
Stafford suggesting that he should take the First 
Lordship of the Treasury. Sir Stafford telegraphed 
back a startled deprecation of such a breach of the 
unbroken tradition which assigned that office to the 
Prime Minister. As soon as he reached Hatfield, 
Lord Salisbury wrote to explain further : 


To Sir Stafford Northcote, June 14, 1885. 


“TI shall be in town by eleven—can you come to 
me at that time? . . . I should not have created this 
difficulty by proposing to take the Foreign Office if 
I had thought that the name of Lytton—the only 
possible alternative—would have been acceptable to 
the party and to you. But I do not think that would 
be the case. 

‘* I, of course, told the Queen, as I had previously 
told Ponsonby, that if she preferred that you should 
form the Government, I should acquiesce very will- 
ingly in the arrangement, but that was a matter 
purely for her independent decision.” 


The experience which he had acquired of Lord 
Lytton’s abilities while working with him at the 
India Office was supplemented by a consciousness of 
his sympathy with himself in aims and appreciation 
which would have guaranteed successful co-operation. 
He was further marked out for the Foreign Office by 
the fact of having been a diplomat by profession. 
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But his lack of parliamentary experience proved then 
and later an insuperable bar to his taking political 
office. 

From Hatfield Lord Salisbury summoned the 
leading members of his party to meet him the next 
day in London. Lord Randolph Churchill was in- 
cluded in the invitation, but did not appear. Lord 
Salisbury telegraphed to the Queen a report of the 
meeting and its results. After mentioning those who 
were present :! ‘“‘ All except the last two (Sir Michael 
Hicks Beach and Lord George Hamilton) were of the 
opinion that it was the duty of the party to take 
office in case we could obtain from the other side a 
pledge to support us in winding up the absolutely 
indispensable business. . . . Beach and Hamilton were 
against acceptance of office unless we get the consent 
of Churchill. Churchill will not consent unless North- 
cote is excluded from the lead and Cross from the 
Ministry. Some time for negotiation is necessary ”’ 
(June 15, 1885). 

In the rather dry note in which the same afternoon 
he invited Lord Randolph to join the Cabinet as Indian 
Secretary these demands were ignored. But they 
evidently had to be considered. An opening for com- 
promise was offered by a suggestion which had been 
made that morning, before the meeting, by Sir Stafford 
himself. His health was not able for a working de- 
partment in the House of Commons. Instead of the 
First Lordship there, he should in some ways prefer a 
Secretaryship of State in the House of Lords. Lord 
Salisbury decided to adopt this arrangement, insisting 
at the same time upon the retention of Mr. Cross, and 
Lord Randolph agreed to the compromise. Unfor- 
tunately, however, he had made no secret of his re- 
quirements and Sir Stafford had in the interval been 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 2nd series, vol. iii. p. 667. 
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informed of them. It was one thing to surrender the 
Commons’ leadership as a step incidentally necessary 
in the distribution of offices; it was another to do so at 
the imperious demand of the man who had constantly 
rebelled against and insulted him. He wrote asking 
to be excused from joining the new Cabinet at all. 


To Sir Stafford Northcote, June 16, 1885. 


* Your letter is very painful to me—more painful 
than I can say. I am sure you will believe me when I 
tell you that nothing would have induced me to suggest 
your leaving the leadership in the Commons if you had 
not proposed it to me yourself. With that proposal 
made only yesterday, I came to the conclusion that, in 
view of the chaos of rivalries and divisions that exist 
among our men in the House of Commons, it would 
be better for your own usefulness and peace of mind 
that your proposal should be acted on. But I repeat 
that no pressure from any quarter would have induced 
me to hint at such a course as long as I had reason to 
believe that it was distasteful to yourself. I should 
deeply regret it if you adhered to your resolution of 
to-night. If you think the Colonial Office irksome, 
take the Presidency of the Council or let us try some 
other combination. But do not leave us altogether. 
You place me in the wretched dilemma of either 
abandoning the Queen in the situation created for her 
by our action in the Commons, or of seeming to have 
abandoned or betrayed you—an offence of which my 
conscience is quite clear.”’ 


There was further correspondence. The Queen 
came to Lord Salisbury’s assistance with a letter of 
affectionate personal appeal to Sir Stafford, and finally 
a modification of the first arrangement was reverted 
to;—Sir Stafford becoming First Lord of the Treasury 
and being recognised as the second man in the Ministry 
with all the minor patronage usually attached to the 
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Prime Minister’s office, but going to the House of 
Lords as Earl of Iddesleigh. Sir Michael Hicks Beach 
became leader of the Lower House as Chancellor of the 
Exchequer. 

This incident, though peculiar in its originating 
cause and the closeness with which it touched him, was 
typical of similar experiences which on this and on 
subsequent occasions made the formation of a Ministry 
a period of acute suffering to Lord Salisbury. Outside 
the small group which constitutes its central nucleus, 
it is impossible to fit places and qualifications with any 
satisfactory exactitude, and the number of those to 
whose talents or claims the posts offered are actually 
inadequate is small compared with the number of those 
who believe them to be so. To disappoint long 
worked-for and hoped-for ambitions, to inflict upon 
younger men a mortifying conviction of failure, to 
announce to older ones the death sentence on careers 
which have become their life-interest,—these things 
were an ever-renewed source of moral torture to him. 
‘““I feel sore all over,’ was his groaning comment 
after a day spent in Ministry making. He was not 
always prepared for the aspect which his proposals 
would assume to their recipients, but where he was 
conscious of the dismay they would cause, his gift of 
language stood him in good stead. It enabled him 
to the delicate task of clothing his genuine distress at 
giving pain in a form acceptable to sensitive pride. 
Not infrequently letters, admittedly disappointing in 
their substance, were gratefully acknowledged and the 
instances where any lasting sense of personal resent- 
ment survived were rare. The same sense of style 
appears in the notes which had the pleasanter function 
of conveying acceptable propositions. The following 
is a letter to Sir Henry Holland who joined this 
Government as Financial Secretary to the Treasury : 


A PRIME MINISTER’S SUFFERINGS 141 


To Sir Henry Holland, June 16, 1885. 


“Are you disposed to join in our administrative 
cruise ? It may not last long and the weather will be 
rough, and it is not certainly to be looked upon as a 
pleasure party. But it will be pleasanter and more 
profitable if you are with us. 

*“ There are two places, either of which you would 
fill with great advantage to the party, if you were so 
disposed,—Financial Secretary to the Treasury—or, 
if you thought that too hard work, there is the Under- 
Secretaryship for Foreign Affairs, which is interesting, 
and the filling of which by a discreet man is of the 
highest necessity, as of late you must have yourself 
remarked. 

**T will say no more—and only ask you to be favour- 
able to us if you can.” 


His reluctance to remove older men in favour of 
rising talent was often charged upon him as a sacrifice 
of efficiency to personal feelings and the claims of old 
friendship. There is no denying that he felt strongly 
the force of such motives, but he always refused to 
admit that efficiency was sacrificed by yielding to 
them. Where the pre-eminence of the new claimant 
was unquestionable it must of course be recognised, 
but where there was only a shaded difference of degree 
in parliamentary or administrative talent, he main- 
tained—apart from the intrinsic advantage of securing 
previous experience—that to disregard the human 
touch in official relations, to be too ready to sacrifice 
tried service to the push and clamour of new men on 
their promotion, was a definite source of weakness to 
a Government. Loyalty in comradeship was an 
invaluable asset in promoting smoothness of working 
in the administrative machine, and in stimulating 
constancy under strain and corporate courage in 
the presence of emergencies. His response to Lord 
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Randolph when—on this occasion—he asked for places 
for some of his personal followers, though perhaps it 
had a secondary intention of allusive reproach, was per- 
fectly genuine: “I quite appreciate your earnestness 
in the cause of your friends. It is one of the most 
valuable qualities in a public man ” (June 16, 1885). 
There was another painful element in the experi- 
ences of a Prime Minister on first taking office, which, 
though it did not strike so deep as the one just dis- 
cussed, was acutely felt: the close contact with the 
meaner motives and more sordid aspects of political 
life into which it brought him. ‘“ The Carlton Club,” 
he exclaimed, when one of his Ministries was in the 
making, ‘‘ resembles nothing so much at this moment 
as the Zoological Gardens at feeding time.” Mr. 
Buckle, who in 1885 was in his early years an editor 
of The Times, has communicated an _ interesting 
recollection in this connection. He asked for and 
obtained an interview with the new Prime Minister, 
and was received with a cordiality which rather sur- 
prised him. Its origin was soon made clear. ‘“‘ It is 
a pleasure to see you,” Lord Salisbury exclaimed 
warmly. “ You are the first person who has come to 
see me in the last few days who is not wanting some- 
thing at my hands—place, or decoration, or peerage. 
You only want information!’ Then, in a burst of 
speech unusual in him—the outcome, no doubt, of 
long-restrained exasperation,— he went on to express 
the “ surprise and shock ” from which he was suffering. 
““ Men whom I counted my friends, and whom I should 
have considered far above personal self-seeking, have 
been here begging, some for one thing, some for 
another, till I am sick and disgusted. The experience 
has been a revelation to me of the baser side of human 
nature.” Probably most people would feel that the 
remarkable part of this confession was that, after 
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twenty years of public life, the experience should have 
been a revelation to him. Indeed, he never fully 
assimilated it, and though the element of surprise 
and shock was lessened on subsequent occasions, it 
never disappeared. Yet the man in the street re- 
garded him as a cynic, and he himself would have 
scorned the imputation of expecting too high a 
standard of motive from his fellows. 

The more serious difficulty connected with Irish 
administration was also faced during this interval. 
It would be evidently impossible at that period of 
the session for a Government in a minority to renew 
the expiring Peace Preservation Act. Lord Salisbury 
consulted his Irish legal advisers as to the risk of 
disorder involved. ‘The answer was favourable. The 
worst symptoms of the outbreak of 1882 had been 
subdued, and until the result of the approaching 
elections had been decided it would be in nobody’s 
interest to foment trouble. He therefore determined 
that the position as towards Ireland constituted no 
insuperable bar to his acceptance of office, and, after 
some preliminary bargaining with Mr. Gladstone as 
to the precise degree of support which his Government 
was to receive from the Liberal majority in the House 
of Commons, he kissed hands as Prime Minister on 
June 24.1 


1 The 1885 Cabinet numbered thirteen members—Lord Cairns had died in 
April of pneumonia after a few days’ illness :— 


Foreign Secretary and Prime Minister, Colonial Secretary, Colonel Stanley. 


Lord Salisbury. Lord Chancellor, Lord Halsbury. 
First Lord of the Treasury, Lord Iddes- First Lord of the Admiralty, Lord G. 
leigh. Hamilton. 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, Sir Michael Lord Lieutenant, Lord Carnarvon. 
Hicks Beach. Lord President, Lord Cranbrook. 
Home Secretary, Sir Richard Cross. Lord Privy Seal, Lord Harrowby. 
War Secretary, Mr. W. H. Smith. Secretary for Scotland, Duke of Rich- 


Indian Secretary, Lord Randolph mond, 
Churchill. 
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As regarded practical activities the rest of the 
session was of necessity uneventful. The approaching 
elections dominated political interest. The boundaries 
of constituencies had been so revolutionised as to leave 
many of them without traditions, and nearly half of 
the new electorate had never yet given a vote. While 
the heated controversies of the last few years had 
intensified party passions, party organisers, deprived 
of all solid bases for calculation, had become a prey 
to panic anxieties. This state of feeling acted with 
complicating effect upon the relations of the Parnellite 
group to the two English parties. These were in any 
case abnormal. The assumption of Liberals that 
their dislike to their own Coercion Acts entitled them 
to the support of Irish patriots had been entirely 
repudiated by Mr. Parnell. Whether moved by 
calculation or by passion or by both, his hostility 
towards them had steadily increased, and in spite of 
the fact that the Conservatives had unfailingly voted 
for the repressive measures to which he objected, his 
party had supported them during the past year on all 
non-Irish issues. The enforced truce on the question 
of coercion enabled him now to threaten the Liberals 
with an extension of this support to the constituencies. 
His influence could not, in fact, affect results in more 
than three or four English and Scottish seats, but the 
excited state of party nerves endowed his intentions 
with an exaggerated importance. Mutual suspicions 
of underground manceuyring became rife in the House 
of Commons. Conservatives were convinced that it 
was with the deliberate purpose of transferring the 
burden of Irish animosity to their opponents’ shoulders 
that Liberals had abstained from the division of 
June 8, while Liberals, a few weeks later, scented a 
nefarious intrigue in the language used in the House 
of Commons by Conservative Ministers. 
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The occasion was a debate raised by the Irish 
Members in moving for an enquiry into what was 
known as the Maamtrasna murder case, in which 
they had repeatedly alleged a miscarriage of justice. 
Lord Spencer, advised by his law officers, had refused 
to reopen the case, and the present Cabinet had come 
to the same decision. In the previous November, 
however, Lord Randolph Churchill, then in Opposition, 
had spoken and voted in support of the Irish view, 
and on July 15, two days before the debate took place, 
Lord Carnarvon, the new Lord Lieutenant, received 
a letter from Sir Michael Beach which made him fear 
that the enquiry would, after all, be granted. He 
communicated hurriedly with Lord Salisbury : 


To Sir Michael Hicks Beach, July 16, 1885. 


“I gather from a letter from Carnarvon that you 
are disposed to go back on the decision which the 
Cabinet took on the Maamtrasna case. I think you 
ought to consult the Cabinet before doing so. It is 
not an ordinary matter—for it involves much of our 
personal honour. I do not speak of our party interests 
though I think they are materially involved. We 
shall lose confidence if we seem to allow parliamentary 
tactics to interfere with the administration of the 
criminal law. 

‘** But this is another matter. My principal object 
in writing is to urge that in justice to Carnarvon—and 
to all of us—no promise of an enquiry should be given 
except by consent of the Cabinet.” 


Sir Michael acquiesced and the enquiry was in fact 
refused. But in the debate Lord Randolph took occa- 
sion to repudiate all responsibility for Lord Spencer’s 
administration. Sir Michael spoke more dubiously in 
the same direction and Mr. Gorst, who was a member 
of the Ministry though not in the Cabinet, openly 
attacked the Liberal Viceroy’s action. They were the 
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only speakers from the Treasury Bench. » Orangemen 
and Liberals were equally scandalised, and the Queen 
wrote an indignant remonstrance to Lord Salisbury. 


To the Queen, July 20, 1885.7 


‘“‘ Lord Salisbury deeply regrets that anything was 
said from the Treasury Bench on Friday night which 
meets with Your Majesty’s disapprobation. He him- 
self read with great regret the speech of the Solicitor- 
General.2 It was discussed in Cabinet yesterday and 
Sir Michael Beach was requested to remonstrate with 
that officer upon it. ... But in judging of Lord 
Randolph’s speech it is fair to remember that he had, 
unfortunately, while he was in Opposition, in Novem- 
ber last, formed and expressed with great energy the 
views he expressed last night as to Lord Spencer’s 
Government. It was, of course, impossible for him to 
recede from the views so expressed; the only thing 
he could do was to reconcile those views with the vote 
which, as a member of the Government, he gave 
against the re-opening of the enquiry. Though Lord 
Salisbury differs from him strongly upon the estimate 
of past events, he cannot say that according to parlia- 
mentary usage Members of the Government can be 
required to agree as to what took place in the past. 
They have to agree as to the course to be pursued 
in the present. The mistake committed was that of 
Sir M. Beach, who did not see the importance of let- 
ting other members of the Government speak as a 
corrective. 

‘Lord Salisbury will watch for an opportunity of 
re-stating, more accurately, the views of the Govern- 
ment on these points. He entirely agrees with Your 
Majesty in thinking that the Nationalists cannot be 


trusted ; and that any bargain with them would be 
full of danger.” 


He found the opportunity two days later when he 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 2nd series, vol. iii. p. 688. 2 Mr. Gorst. 
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took advantage of an Irish debate in the House of 
Lords to pronounce an elaborate eulogy on the late 
Viceroy. 

It was all a small matter and only requires men- 
tion here because the Maamtrasna debate became 
the most advertised text for an indictment of dis- 
honesty, which was freely urged against the Tory 
leaders and their chief during the stormy months that 
followed. It really rested upon wider though less 
tangible bases. One of these was a feature in the 
election campaign for which Lord Salisbury undoubt- 
edly shared responsibility. No evidence appeared at 
the time, and none has ever appeared since, of Par- 
nellite support having been solicited by any of the 
Conservative leaders,—but that it was not rejected by 
them is undeniable. They never qualified their well- 
known views as to the necessity of maintaining order 
in Ireland or the impossibility of conferring Home 
Rule upon her, but Mr. Parnell saw to it that no pro- 
vocative challenge on those points was thrown down 
to them by word or deed until the elections were over, 
and they tacitly accepted the proffered truce and were 
correspondingly reticent of attack upon him and his 
friends. This reticence was charged against them, 
and against Lord Salisbury especially, as being dis- 
creditable if not dishonest. Keen partisans saw in it 
evidence of some secret and unprincipled bargain, 
and even fair-minded opponents argued that, since in 
the quarrel between Liberals and Irish, the Tories 
were on the Liberal side, they had no right to profit 
by it at the elections, even through silence. 

Lord Salisbury repudiated the premise upon which 
this argument was based. He did not admit that he 
was on the Liberal side in the quarrel. He had urged 
upon a sometimes laggard Government the necessity 
of fulfilling its primary function of maintaining order, 
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and he had supported it in the performance of that 
function even when, as in the case of the Suspects Act, 
he wholly disapproved of its methods. But the 
Liberal administration of Ireland had to be viewed as 
a whole. For the last eighteen years it had consisted 
of two interdependent elements. A series of conces- 
sions to the demands of agitators, followed invariably 
by an increase of disorder, had been accompanied by 
recurrent measures of repression whose description 
as ‘‘ coercion ’’ was peculiarly appropriate since they 
embodied no other idea. They were rarely defended 
as inculeating upon the public conscience the rever- 
ence due to order and constituted authority, or as 
adaptations of the machinery of criminal law to the 
social conditions of a people. They were always re- 
ferred to by their authors as a deplorable resort to 
mere force, offensive to their own principles, and in- 
tolerable except as a temporary expedient. Repres- 
sion in itself was never agreeable to Lord Salisbury’s 
love of individual liberty. “I cannot agree,” he ob- 
served on one occasion, ‘‘ with the view which some 
of my Orange friends appear to hold, that Coercion is, 
in and by itself, a faith to live and die for.” But 
repression so approached and so apologised for was 
wholly offensive to him. In private conversation he 
did not hesitate to express his sympathy with the 
state of feeling which this method of government had 
produced in the Irish leaders. It was, in his eyes, 
natural and just that such a policy of alternate kissing 
and cuffing, of punishing the instruments of an agita- 
tion which was being simultaneously encouraged by 
surrender to its demands, should inspire in the sub- 
ject so treated an extremity of contemptuous resent- 
ment. He would never admit that his willingness to 
profit at the polls by this feeling, or his refusal, by 
needless provocation, to deflect any part of it on to 
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the heads of his own party called either for explana- 
tion or excuse. The Liberals richly deserved what 
they had got. 

There was another and more solid cause for his 
opponents’ suspicions which did not fully materialise 
till the following year. Intermediately, the revelation 
of Mr. Gladstone’s conversion to Home Rule had 
made that question the supreme issue between parties, 
and it was startling to the combatants on either side 
to discover that Lord Carnarvon, the Lord Lieutenant 
in this Tory Ministry, had all along privately favoured 
a Home Rule policy, and that Mr. Parnell, the 
Nationalist leader, had been made cognisant of the 
fact. Lord Salisbury, it was felt, could not have been 
ignorant of his old friend’s opinions; he had deliber- 
ately selected him for the Irish Office; he must have 
been privy to the enlightening interview which he had 
had with Mr. Parnell two months afterwards. From 
these conclusions it was a short step to the assumption 
of a bargain offered by the Tory to the Irish chief,—a 
bargain which would have involved Lord Salisbury 
in alternative charges, alike in baseness. Either he 
had deliberately planned, in the event of his retention 
of office becoming dependent on the Irish vote at 
Westminster, to renounce the policy to which his party 
had always been pledged and of which he was now 
one of the most militant defenders, or, with equal 
falsity, he had tried to purchase the support of Irish 
Nationalists at the polls by promises which he had 
never any intention of fulfilling. His own consistent 
refusal to meet these charges otherwise than by a 
blank denial calls for greater detail in the establish- 
ment of the facts,—so far as the available records 
permit,—than the intrinsic importance of the episode 
would justify. 

The first necessity is to exercise a certain amount 
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of historical imagination. To arrive at an accurate 
judgment of men’s attitude in Irish politics before 
Mr. Gladstone’s sudden adoption of Home Rule in 
1886, it is essential to realise the revolutionary change 
in values which that action effected. Lord Salis- 
bury’s article on ‘ Disintegration’ had been pub- 
lished only two years before. When he argued in it 
the possibility—though only through slow gradations 
and in the distant future—of the Liberal party’s 
ultimate consent to the Irish separatist demand, he 
was accused of trying to make party capital out of a 
gratuitously invented bogy. There were, no doubt, 
Radicals in those days who favoured Home Rule for 
Ireland, just as there were Radicals chargeable with 
socialistic heresies abhorrent to Mr. Gladstone’s soul, 
and Radicals who advocated Republicanism. But by 
the bulk of the Liberal party and the whole of its front 
bench the permanence of the Act of Union as a basic 
fact in the Constitution was accepted as unquestion- 
ingly as by the Tories. “It has transformed a 
chimera into a burning issue,” was the phrase in 
which Lord Salisbury subsequently described the im- 
mediate effect produced by the famous Christmas 
pronouncement from Hawarden. 

But it was not only in its remoteness from practical 
politics that the reaction of the Home Rule question 
differed fundamentally before that crucial date from 
what it became afterwards. The artificial cohesion 
in argument which controversy engenders was absent. 
Before issue is closed, men are drawn towards either 
side of a question for various reasons—which have 
their appeal, some to one man and some to another. 
After the decision has been taken and the battle joined, 
supporting arguments are all endorsed, while opposing 
considerations, whose existence had been previously 
recognised, are all ignored. The original and deter- 
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mining personal factor in Lord Salisbury’s opposition 
to Home Rule was his overmastering sense of an 
honourable national obligation towards the minorities 
in Ireland—landholding, Protestant, Loyalist,—who 
depended on England’s protection. Considerations 
of Imperial security or of Ireland’s economic solvency 
came later. Later also, his resolute indifference to 
those advantages of popular acquiescence in the ad- 
ministration, or parliamentary convenience at West- 
minster which at this earlier period would have been 
admitted as undoubted elements in the problem, 
though inconclusive ones. 

Lord Carnarvon, so far as can be judged from the 
records left, seems to have started from much the same 
standpoint as that occupied by Lord Salisbury in his 
article on “‘ Disintegration.’ Only, the difficulties in 
the way of maintaining the Union, which are there 
pitilessly insisted upon as calling for the steadiest 
exertion of Imperial resolve for their defeat, weighed 
upon him with a depression which he was unable to 
combat. The advent of the County Franchise Bill 
deepened this depression into something like despair 
and, during the winter of ’84—85, he had given vent 
to this pessimistic outlook “‘ more than once,” we are 
told, in conversation with his leader. 

A letter written in February 1885 gave it definite 
expression. Sir Charles Gavan Duffy, a distinguished 
Colonial parliamentarian and an old friend of Lord 
Carnarvon’s, who combined Tory principles in politics 
with Nationalist opinions on Irish government, had 
devised a scheme of Home Rule which he believed 
would satisfy both these standards. Lord Carnarvon 
pressed it on Lord Salisbury’s notice as a counsel of 
despair rather than as a measure to be desired on its 
merits. Mr. Gladstone’s pernicious land legislation 

1 Life of Lord Carnarvon, vol. iii. p. 151. 
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had deprived Ireland of her natural leaders; his 
Franchise Bill was placing in unbalanced power an 
illiterate peasantry, controlled by agitators and revolu- 
tionaries. On present lines, what hope remained in 
the future for peaceful relations between the two 
countries or for any tolerable existence for the Loyalist 
minority ? Lord Salisbury in reply referred to “ the 
interests which we are bound in honour not to abandon”’ 
as imposing a condition which both he and his corre- 
spondent accepted as immovable, and, after being 
shown the scheme, dismissed the safeguards provided 
in it for the minorities as ‘‘ neither precise nor prac- 
ticable.””1 Before receiving this final communica- 
tion, but after some talk on the subject with the 
writer, Lord Carnarvon had advised Sir Charles Duffy 
to postpone his activities. Under present conditions 
‘any attempt to settle this controversy would not 
only be hopeless, but would distinctly prejudice the 
result.’ ? 

These letters and conversations do not appear to 
have left any impression of definite disagreement 
behind them. Comparing notes in retrospect, Lord 
Carnarvon dated his acceptance of Home Rule from 
his subsequent experience in office in Dublin; while 
Lord Salisbury recorded his recollection that, prior to 
that time, his colleague had been no more than 
‘‘ deeply dissatisfied with the existing state of things ”’ 
in Ireland. He was hardly less so himself. In his 
February letter, Lord Carnarvon had complained that 
he could foresee no prospect under present conditions 
but a course of continued repression. In “‘ Disintegra- 
tion ” Lord Salisbury had said the same thing almost 
in the same words. That to the impatience of the one 
man the idea was intolerable, which, to the other, 


1 Life of Lord Carnarvon, vol. iii. pp. 153 and 155. February 10 ; March 21. 
2 Ibid. p. 155. March 16. 
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served but as a challenge to his fellow-countrymen’s 
steadiness of purpose, represented an essential differ- 
ence of temperament which had gradually asserted 
itself through the obscuring tradition of their ancient 
comradeship. 

This difference seems to have issued in a dulling of 
mutual comprehension. Lord Carnarvon complained a 
few months later that his chief had been too absorbed in 
the business of his own department to give full atten- 
tion to anything outside of it. Lord Salisbury would 
probably have echoed the complaint as towards the 
imaginative pre-occupations to which his colleague was 
subject. The flow of ardently felt conceptions, which 
the other poured out in conversation, impressed him 
with little of the seriousness with which they were 
clothed in the thought of their author. They saw and 
talked with each other with little less frequency than 
of old, but their intimacy was not now genuine. It 
remained on either side as a shell of habit covering no 
more than a reasoned confidence in each other’s solidly 
estimable qualities. 

Still, that confidence remained, and in what was to 
prove an unlucky moment, Lord Salisbury invited his 
old comrade to undertake the most difficult and in- 
vidious post in the new Ministry. Lord Carnarvon 
was reluctant to consent on grounds of health and 
private convenience, and only agreed on the under- 
standing that the appointment was to come to an end 
automatically at the close of the approaching elections, 
whatever their result. It may be that this certainty 
of its expiry before legislative action of any kind 
became possible helped to still any doubts which 
the Prime Minister might otherwise have felt as to 
a future concurrence in Irish policy with his Lord 
Lieutenant. 

At the moment it was the executive functions of 
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the post that were all important. For the remainder 
of that year, Ireland—still throbbing from the frenzy 
of outrage which had torn her three years before— 
had to be governed by consent,—consent both of 
Orangemen and Nationalists. It was necessary to 
find a man whose loyalty and strength of will were 
beyond dispute, and yet who could be depended upon 
not to provoke the mutinous elements in the com- 
munity. Lord Carnarvon’s dislike of repression and 
the catholicity of his social interests, his charm of 
address and his readiness in the present emergency 
to test the efficacy of these gifts in Irish administration, 
would make his appointment a conciliatory one: his 
unchallenged Toryism, his independence of character, 
that very stubbornness and unresponsiveness to in- 
fluence from his surroundings which made him such 
a bad party man, would make it a safe one. In short, 
the Prime Minister made his selection along lines 
already familiar to the Foreign Secretary when choos- 
ing an ambassador to a Court with which relations 
were strained. 

The content induced by this purely administrative 
pre-occupation suffered some early disturbance. The 
prospect, as viewed from the responsibilities of office, 
seems to have quickly developed the new Viceroy’s 
doubts as to the possibility of maintaining the legislative 
Union. Early in July the colleagues had a talk over 
Irish affairs. Home Rule was mentioned in passing. 
**T told him,” Lord Salisbury recorded later, ‘‘ that 
my objection to Home Rule was so strong that, even 
if the Conservative party—which I believed to be 
impossible,—were to adopt it, I never would, under 
any circumstances, be a member of a Government that 
proposed it.’’ Such energy of repudiation suggests 
that the precedent conversation had been disquieting. 
A remembered murmur in the family circle must have 
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belonged to about this date, though it may have been 
later: “I am not easy about Carnarvon,—he is 
getting so very ‘green ’.”’ } 

The appointment justified itself amply for the 
purpose for which it had been made. The new Viceroy 
entered valiantly upon the experiment of governing 
Ireland from a standpoint of sympathetic contact. 
Crime had so far diminished, he told the House of 
Lords, that special powers of repression were no longer 
needed, and he believed that the people would justify 
the confidence in them which had been shown in 
allowing these to lapse. He was going to Ireland, he 
said, with an open mind, “to hear, to question and, 
as far as possible, to understand ” (Hansard, July 6, 
1885). He carried out this programme by travelling 
through the country, visiting distressed districts, 
winning many hearts by his sympathy and personal 
address. He interviewed local leaders, Nationalist 
politicians, parish priests, and dignitaries of the 
Roman Church, by all of whom he was met with 
reassuring cordiality. Lord Salisbury looked on with 
a rather dubious interest, willing to see how the 
experiment would work out, and chaffing his friend 
across the dinner-table upon his confidence in his 
powers of “ blarney.”’ 

But towards the end of the month this personal 
diplomacy took a more anxious direction. Lord 
Carnarvon was assured by intermediaries that Mr. 
Parnell would welcome an invitation to a private 
conversation and, cheered by his other successes, he 
resolved to send him one. 

His first opening of this project to his chief was by 
word of mouth. The only record of their subsequent 
communications on the subject is contained in two 
of his letters,—one written on July 26 in this summer, 


1 In allusion to the Irish party-colours of orange and green. 
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to announce from Dublin “that the interview might 
be looked upon as settled,” ! and the other written 
a year later in which some of his recollections on the 
subject were summarised. Throughout this period 
of office, Lord Salisbury’s letters form but a small 
fraction of the correspondence,—the Viceroy, as a 
rule, considerately offering to wait for an answer to 
his own until their next meeting in London. Un- 
fortunately, his epistolary style supplies very little 
material for inference as to the mind of his corre- 
spondent. Except for occasional references to ex- 
ternal circumstance, his letters might be addressed 
to anyone. The need for self-expression, when his 
pen was in his hand, appears to have been so strong 
as to leave no room in his thought for competitive 
points of view, even where these were known and 
recognised. Thus, in this letter of July 26, he refers 
to an alternative direction which might be given to 
the proposed interview ; one which would involve an 
undertaking to make a large, “though not an ex- 
treme,’ measure of Home Rule a Cabinet question 
in the next Parliament, should the Conservatives 
obtain a majority there; and the idea is put aside with 
bewildering detachment: ‘“‘ This last alternative, I 
certainly do not recommend, for various reasons which 
will occur to you.’ One wonders what position 
among those “ various reasons ”’ was occupied by the 
fact that the person addressed—who was also Prime 
Minister and the head of the Government—had just 
before declared in unmistakable language that nothing 
would ever induce him to consent to such a measure. 
Phrasing equally inappropriate to its destination is a 
recurrent characteristic. 

But the line which he proposed in effect to follow 
did not involve any compromise with his chief’s 
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principles. He had determined, he said, to restrict 
the conversation to the ‘‘ common-sense” object of 
finding out what the Irish leader really wished for or 
would be prepared to accept. He intimated further 
his purpose of inviting the Irish Chancellor, Mr. 
Gibson (who had just taken a peerage as Lord Ash- 
bourne), to be present as a third party at the interview : 
he had already sounded him upon the subject. No 
record survives as to how or why this arrangement 
fell through ;—Lord Salisbury spoke later of the dis- 
may which filled him when he first realised that it had 
done so. 

The written report of the conversation, which Lord 
Carnarvon presented to him immediately after it had 
taken place,t shows him to have made its purely 
personal and private character clear from the outset, 
and also to have done his best—though not with 
complete success—to concentrate it upon Mr. Parnell’s 
views and opinions as distinct from his own. In his 
letter of retrospect (June 23, 1886)? he recalls that 
Lord Salisbury had expressed himself as satisfied with 
his conduct of the interview ‘“ apart from the question 
of its expediency.” * Criticism on that score may well 
have been emphatic in the new certainty of the absence 
of witnesses, but a reference which is made in the same 
letter to the Prime Minister’s attitude beforehand 
shows that it was not an entirely new development. 
Judged only on its merits there is no reason to assume 
that Lord Salisbury would have felt any objection to 
the meeting. He was not satisfied with things as they 
were in Ireland; there was still, in that pre-contro- 
versial epoch, a field open for various innocuous 

1 Life of Lord Carnarvon, vol. iti. p. 178. 
2 Ibid. p. 227. 
8 Suggestions have been made as to Lord Salisbury’s having been kept in 


the dark about this interview. He himself always testified to Lord Carnarvon’s 
unreserved candour on the subject. 
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ventures in propitiation of Irish sentiment; to in- 
vestigate the limiting purposes of the most powerful 
popular leader in the country could be justly claimed 
as a common-sense proceeding. But the meeting 
could not be judged only on its merits or apart from 
the personality of that leader; from his previous 
record ; from the atmosphere of sinister suspicion by 
which he was surrounded ; from the embittering of 
that atmosphere through the nervous jealousies which 
his trading use of the votes at his command had 
engendered in both parliamentary parties. It would 
be impossible, in any case, not to believe that Lord 
Salisbury was conscious of the unwisdom of the pro- 
ject from the first, and the single phrase in which 
Lord Carnarvon deals with the point in his 86 letter 
is indirectly but conclusively corroborative of that 
view. 


“TI informed you of my intended interview with 
Parnell before it took place, and though you urged me, 
most properly, to be extremely cautious in all that I 
might say, you did not as head of the Government 
interpose to prevent the meeting. I do not say this 
with the least intention of transferring to you a re- 
sponsibility which I entirely accept; I only recall 
this fact to remind you that in all my relations with 
you I have been perfectly open and straightforward.” 


‘You did not as head of the Government interpose 
to prevent the meeting.” An acquiescence described in 
such narrowly negative terms, though, in spite of Lord 
Carnarvon’s magnanimous disclaimer, it establishes 
his chief’s responsibility, is convincing of deprecation 
expressed and understood. 

The sequel is well known. Somebody talked ; 
probably more than one among those with whom in 
the course of that summer and autumn Lord Carnar- 
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von confidentially discussed the ideal bases of Irish 
government. Underground rumours became rife 
during the winter; hints of them appeared in public 
utterances and in the columns of the less dignified 
newspapers. They received a startling development 
in the following June, when Mr. Parnell, two hours 
before the famous division on Mr. Gladstone’s Home 
Rule Bill, announced to the House of Commons that 
he had been informed the previous summer by a 
Minister of the Crown that the Conservative party 
intended, if they won in the elections, to offer a 
statutory legislature to Ireland. This statement, 
made in the absence of the only man who could have 
answered it directly, and too late for instructed con- 
tradiction or correction, was so manifestly intended to 
spread panic among the Liberal seceders by its revela- 
tion of Tory treachery that it defeated its own object 
and had no effect on the division. Lord Carnarvon 
at the next meeting of the House of Lords, on June 10, 
gave an account of the interview, which was in direct 
contradiction to its essential charge. It was Mr. 
Parnell’s share in the discussion which had counted ; 
his had been that of an enquirer, and he did not admit, 
even on his own account, any such definite commitment, 
as had been suggested. But what he categorically 
denied was that he had ever allowed it to be inferred 
that he spoke with the authority of his Government. 
Mr. Parnell replied in a letter to The Times, but 
without withdrawing the charge. The contradiction 
was too direct for explanation, and in the absence of 
other evidence the verdict had to rest upon the 
relative credibility of the two witnesses,—as to which 
there could be no dispute except from the narrowest 
prejudgment of partisanship. The circumstances 
under which the ‘revelation’? had been made of 
an admittedly confidential conversation between two 
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gentlemen were in themselves conclusive on such an 
issue. 

That Lord Salisbury must have sanctioned this 
interview and was thereby involved in the suspicions 
which it aroused was a conclusion at once insisted upon 
by his opponents. Lord Carnarvon wrote, at first 
briefly on June 18,! and then at length, in the 
letter which has been already quoted from, to urge 
publication of the facts. There was nothing in them, 
he said, which could injure the reputation of either. 
Lord Salisbury, in replying to the first appeal, said 
that if there was to be publication he should be bound 
to protect himself by stating the “ very strong lan- 
guage ”’ in which at the outset of the Ministry he had 
explained to his colleague his inability, under any 
circumstances, to join in proposing an Irish legislature, 
and ‘‘ I need hardly enlarge upon the embarrassment 
which would result.” Lord Carnarvon saw no diffi- 
culty: “I readily admit that you have been quite 
consistent in your objections to Home Rule or what- 
ever may be included under that elastic word. I 
think, indeed, on referring to my journal, that I can 
identify the particular conversation to which you 
allude.” He, on the other hand, ever since he had 
become acquainted with the practical administration 
of Ireland, had never disguised from his chief his con- 
viction that an indefinite continuation of the present 
system was impossible, and that very large changes in 
the powers of self-government there were necessary. 
He proposed, if Lord Salisbury consented, to state 
publicly that he had acquainted him with the fact of 
the interview, and, to add further, “that though I 
formed the opinion that a certain amount of self- 
government might be safely and advantageously given 
to Ireland, you did not concur in that opinion and 
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consequently no proposal was ever brought by me 
before the Cabinet ”’ (June 23, 1886). He closed with a 
repetition of his earlier sensitive repudiation of a wish 
to shift any part of his responsibility on to his corre- 
spondent. 


To Lord Carnarvon, June 27, 1886. 


““T must have expressed myself very ill if I ap- 
peared to imply that you were seeking to transfer 
your own responsibility to me or anyone else—for 
that is the last imputation that anyone would think 
of making against you. But my objections to entering 
on the dangerous path of Cabinet revelations do not 
arise from that apprehension—and they are unabated. 
I should probably individually so far gain by them, 
that, if all I had said was known, no one could suggest 
that I coquetted with Home Rule. But I object to 
them because they are certain to give rise to innumer- 
able misconstructions which would affect us all, and 
because, by entering a Cabinet, we mutually engage 
to maintain the confidential character of our com- 
munications. What you tell me of what you had 
thought of saying confirms my view of the difficulty 
of bringing our recollections into harmony at this dis- 
tance of time. I should have said that at the time of 
Parnell’s visit you had no formed opinions as to any 
change in the mode of Irish Government ; though you 
were deeply dissatisfied with the existing state of 
things. I could not, therefore, then have brought 
anything before the Cabinet, because there was nothing 
to bring before them. Your views hardened later— 
and you mentioned the matter to the Cabinet, I 
think, early in November—and you were met by a 
strong expression of dissent from two or three mem- 
bers—and the subject dropped—and I think was not 
resumed. All this could not be explained without the 
risk—almost the certainty—of a different version of 
the facts presenting itself to the minds of some of our 
colleagues. 

VOL. III M 
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“If a conversation is to be repeated, it should 
be recorded. If it is not recorded, it should not be 
repeated. 

‘‘T think, therefore, we should be contented with 
contradicting Parnell’s lies—and abstain from dis- 
closing any communications that have passed between 
us.” 


The rule laid down in the penultimate paragraph 
of this letter will be generally accepted as a sound one. 
But adherence to it on this occasion exposed the 
writer to a prolonged campaign of misrepresentation 
closely affecting his personal honour. For many 
years it became a commonplace of Radical oratory to 
proclaim as a proved fact that, had the elections of 
°85 been more favourable than they were to the Tory 
party, its chief had determined to repeat the procedure 
of 1867 and secure a parliamentary majority by “ dish- 
ing the Whigs ” over Home Rule. Lord Carnarvon’s 
statement in the House of Lords had sufficiently con- 
tradicted this charge, but, if his evidence were ignored 
and certain cynical assumptions allowed, an arguable 
case for it undoubtedly remained. Mr. Parnell’s 
statement was false, but the facts to which it gave 
publicity were true. The Tory Lord Lieutenant had 
not agreed with the unqualified resistance to Home 
Rule to which his party were pledged, and the Home 
Rule leader had been made privy to the fact. This 
double revelation posed an immediate question as to 
the part played by the Prime Minister, who had been 
both responsible for the Lord Lieutenant’s appoint- 
ment and cognisant of the interview. It was not 
surprising if partisanship, even though without warrant 
of evidence, answered the question according to its 
wishes. What was remarkable was that suspicions, 
so plausibly grounded and so vehemently urged, should 
have created so little reaction of distrust among Lord 
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Salisbury’s own following. He took no real steps to 
avert such distrust. His curt denial of disloyalty, 
backed by no argument or explanation or disclosure 
of corroborative circumstance, had indeed more the 
quality of a challenge than a defence. But it was 
accepted by his party without question or hesitation, 
and, so far as has ever appeared, with unanimity. 
Instead of shaking his authority, this incident became, 
in fact, a testing proof of the solidity of personal con- 
fidence upon which it already rested. 

Confidence, however, does not exclude criticism. 
Since double-dealing was barred as an explanation, 
errors of judgment had the more to be admitted. It 
is difficult in retrospect to judge of the original im- 
prudence of Lord Carnarvon’s appointment apart 
from its results. If Mr. Gladstone had not found 
salvation in Home Rule six months later, or if the 
Lord Lieutenant’s views had not so rapidly crystal- 
lised nor been so frankly discussed in conversation, 
no evil would have accrued from it. Lord Salisbury’s 
failure to anticipate either of these complicating 
circumstances calls for no _ particular comment. 
His failure to forbid the Parnell interview, while 
conscious of its inexpediency, stands on a different 
footing. It belonged to an acceptance of indepen- 
dence in his colleagues which was largely inherent 
in his character, though he would have defended it 
on grounds of administrative efficiency. His general 
attitude towards ministerial relationships will be dis- 
cussed in the next chapter. It need only be noted 
here that, while it may be contended that in this 
instance the reasons for departing from his ordinary 
practice should have been conclusive, the personal 
difficulty in doing so was peculiar. Even had his 
temper been more autocratic than it was, it would 
not have been easy for him, by a mere act of authority, 
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to override the departmental decision of his oldest 
friend in politics, a man with whom he could look 
back to thirty years of common activities on a status 
of equality which had only come to an end two short 
months before. 


CHAPTER VI 
AS PRIME MINISTER 


Lorp Sa.ispury’s three offers to relinquish the 
Premiership when it was already in his hands,—this 
summer in Sir Stafford Northcote’s favour and twice 
subsequently in Lord Hartington’s,—were often ap- 
plauded as examples of self-sacrifice. They were 
doubtfully entitled to that eulogy. He made them on 
disinterested grounds at what he believed to be the 
call of private loyalty or public duty, and their sin- 
cerity was not affected by the improbability of their 
acceptance. But, in fact, he would have greeted such 
acceptance with positive satisfaction. This indiffer- 
ence to the highest prize of a political career was not 
because he was without ambition, but because his 
ambition was of a fastidious quality. He understood 
the wish for power; he never spoke otherwise than 
respectfully of the distinction which crowns achieve- 
ment; but the distinction which accompanies the 
appearance of power independently of its reality was 
more than indifferent to him—it was positively re- 
pellent. ‘‘ The love of sham power for the mere show 
of it is one of those failings whose baseness is out of 
all proportion to its guilt,’? he had written in his 
trenchant youth, and throughout his life it was a re- 
current subject of complaint that the power enjoyed 
as the crown of political success is essentially a sham. 


1 Quarterly Review, October 1869, p. 553. 
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The chief of a parliamentary Ministry .pursues his 
purpose through a continuous sequence of compromise: 
with his fellow-counsellors before his projects can find 
birth at all; with the capacity of ignorance for mis- 
construction before they can be presented for public 
approval; with the pressure of conflicting commit- 
ments and interests and ideals on the part of his 
supporters till finally, in an already hardly recognis- 
able form, they are submitted across the table of the 
House to criticism and amendment at the hands of 
his opponents. Seen in the light of this reality, the 
apparent supremacy of a Prime Minister became, in 
his eyes, a distasteful irony. 

On the other hand, for reasons that will be con- 
sidered in the next chapter, the Foreign Secretaryship 
made an invincible appeal to him, and when his pre- 
eminence as a party leader compelled his acceptance 
of the Premiership, he chose the only way of satisfying 
the double call by combining two offices, which had 
hitherto been regarded as incompatible. 

His action in doing so was criticised. Mr. Glad- 
stone, in particular, maintained that the fulfilment of 
a Prime Minister’s responsibilities was physically im- 
possible for a man burdened with the heavy work 
of the Foreign Office. He no doubt measured these 
responsibilities by his own experience, which in one 
respect was markedly different to anything called 
for from Lord Salisbury. He not only initiated the 
series of “ heroic ’? measures with which his Premier- 
ships are associated, but, for the most part, worked 
them out himself in full detail, and argued their de- 
fence, clause by clause, through all the stages of their 
passage through the House of Commons. The labour 
involved, though more intermittent, must have been 


comparable in bulk to that of the most exacting 
department. 
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Lord Salisbury was debarred from competing in 
such labour both by circumstance and character. 
Legislative work could never have occupied so large a 
share of his time as it does with a Commons’ Prime 
Minister. But, further, he was by temperament and 
opinion incapable of becoming a great law-maker. He 
did not believe in any good to be effected by “‘inspired””’ 
ventures in legislation. Legal provision had to be 
made for the accommodation of existing institutions 
to the constantly changing economic and social con- 
dition of the people; practical evils had to be remedied 
as they appeared; insistent demands for change had 
to be met because more harm would arise from ignor- 
ing than from complying with them. But he would 
have maintained that the most certain characteristics 
of “‘ large conceptions ” in law-making were their dis- 
regard of justice and individual liberty, or their sacri- 
fice of realities to the symmetry of cherished theories. 
He could never have initiated them,—resistance was 
his normal reaction to them. “I reckon myself,’’ he 
once said, ‘‘ as no higher in the scale of things than a 
policeman—whose utility would be gone if the workers 
of mischief disappeared.” 

He did not ignore the claims of the more pedes- 
trian type of legislation referred to. He shared, 
as head of the Government, in decisions as to the 
measures to be introduced and as to the principles 
which they should embody. There are among his 
papers initialled memoranda dealing with Bills under 
discussion; draft clauses in his handwriting; sug- 
gestions for proposed legislation which he is circulating 
for his colleagues’ opinion. These activities appear 
sometimes in the midst of acute international crises, 
and are interesting for the capacity for mental detach- 
ment which they reveal. But, in themselves, they are 
few and slight and, when all is said, the share which 
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the devising of laws had in his public life was a very 
small one. There is no evidence upon which he can 
be credited with the paternity of any measure intro- 
duced while he was Prime Minister. For this the 
double office may be held to have been in part re- 
sponsible, at least negatively. A more vigorous initia- 
tive would have been more congruous to his character. 
This was curiously shown in connection with two Bills 
which were introduced by his opponents, and with 
which he had, therefore, no direct call to concern him- 
self. The substantial part which he actually took in 
shaping both the Housing and the Redistribution Acts 
of 1885 was in each case due, in the first instance, to 
the aggressive insistence with which he pressed forward 
his already prepared views upon their subject-matter. 
Yet there were projects which he certainly favoured, 
and from time to time advocated in his speeches, 
which, in fact, never materialised in legislation through- 
out all his years of office. Had his energies, already 
forbidden to expend themselves in House of Commons’ 
leadership, been also unclaimed by departmental 
work, they must perforce have been devoted to such 
matters if only in default of other outlet. How far 
his country or his reputation would have gained by the 
exchange is another matter. 


It was also maintained that his retention of the 
Foreign Office interfered with what should be the 
central responsibility of Premiership—the control of 
his Cabinet. In so far as this referred to a supervision 
of the departmental and administrative work of its 
individual members, no freedom from other occupa- 
tion would have induced him to embark on it as a 
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normal function of his office. His often expressed con- 
viction as to the necessity of a single inspiration for 
efficiency jumped too closely with his innate aversion 
from interference with other men’s jobs. On the occa- 
sion of the Parnell interview, he carried this aversion 
too far. But, in a general way, it would be easy to 
over-emphasise his singularity in this respect. His 
detachment was, as a whole, no greater than that to 
which all Prime Ministers are compelled under modern 
conditions. The ubiquitous supervision traditionally 
associated with the office has become obsolete. Even 
in the closing years of last century the field of adminis- 
trative activity was already too large for a single 
individual to take cognisance of. It has since become, 
if all reports be true, too large for effectual control 
even by departmental chiefs. Bureaucracy is not an 
optional issue of the increase of State intervention in 
the domestic affairs of the community. 

But, whether or no his double office interfered to 
any measurable degree with his opportunities for 
departmental supervision, it could hardly have affected 
the more important matter of Cabinet direction. In 
counsel, it must always take less time to insist on one’s 
own way than to seek methods of accommodating it 
to the views of others. Any lack of self-assertion which 
Lord Salisbury displayed in this field must be charged 
to causes personal to himself. Lord St. Aldwyn, in 
his noted recollections, contrasts his attitude in both 
connections with that of Lord Beaconsfield : 


‘“‘ Certainly, as Prime Minister he did not exercise 
the control over his colleagues, either in or out of 
the Cabinet, that Lord Beaconsfield did. . . .. Lord 
Beaconsfield kept a watchful eye on all his colleagues. 
. . . Lord Salisbury left them very much to them- 
selves unless they consulted him. .. . I have known 
Lord Beaconsfield enforce his own view on the Cabinet 
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after all its members but one had expressed a different 
opinion: Lord Salisbury frequently allowed important 
matters to be decided by a small majority of votes, 
even against his own opinion.” 


He would have defended this attitude -as being 
accurately constitutional. The Cabinet, in his view, 
was the unit of government, the centre of responsi- 
bility, the source of policy: the Prime Minister was 
only the first among equals in carrying out its decisions. 
Both in his private letters and in his public speeches 
this position is invariably adhered to. He never speaks 
of a view taken, a decision adopted, a policy to be 
pursued, as being his own—it is always “‘ the Cabinet’s.”’ 
If writing to a colleague about some proposed action 
to which he objects, his normal expression of dissent 
is to say that “it must be referred to Cabinet.”” In 
a letter written in 1878 to Lord Carnarvon, which 
has been published in an earlier volume of this 
book,? he insisted on this view very definitely. He 
was trying to dissuade him from resigning office on 
account of a condemnation which Lord Beaconsfield 
had passed on one of his speeches. Apart from other 
grounds of objection, he insisted that to resign for 
such a reason would be putting the Prime Minister 
in a position that he did not rightfully hold; the 
expression of his sentiments, unless endorsed by his 
colleagues, could not be made a ground for leaving 
a Government ; Ministers were members of a Cabinet, 
not servants of the Premier. He himself acted on this 
principle when he successfully resisted Lord Beacons- 
field’s policy in the summer of ’77, and he remained 
faithful to it when, as Prime Minister, the relative 
position was reversed. 

This habitual repudiation of autocratic claims was 


1 See Vol. II. pp. 178-74. 
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an undoubted note of his Premiership, and others of 
those who worked under him would have agreed with 
Lord St. Aldwyn in looking upon it as a defect. It 
would be difficult and not fruitful to trace its operation 
in detail. Devoted personal adherents used to dwell 
indignantly upon opportunities lost because he did 
not insist upon having his own way. A _ notable 
instance will be seen in the circumstances in which this 
short Ministry came to an end in the early months 
of 1886.1. But it would no doubt be equally possible 
to point to instances in which his acquiescence in other 
men’s views proved fortunate in the event. Principles 
of administration cannot be judged by a balancing of 
the results which fortuitously accompany them. 

But if the defect charged against him amounted to 
an abdication of direction, it was undoubtedly a serious 
one. Unity of aim may be assumed in a Cabinet 
formed under the party system; unity of opinion is 
an unattainable ideal in any group of intelligent men ; 
it is the enacting link of unity of decision under these 
conditions whose achievement becomes the criterion 
of efficiency. Divided counsels, with the capricious- 
ness, the delay, and, ultimately, the paralysis which 
they entail upon action, are the worst disease from 
which a Cabinet can suffer. And some degree of single 
individual direction is the only guarantee of their 
avoidance. Did Lord Salisbury’s compliancy amount 
to the withdrawal of such direction ? 

The tree is known by its fruits. Judged by results, 
his methods will well bear comparison with the more 
autocratic tradition of his two immediate predecessors. 
Differences of opinion occurred in his Cabinets ;_ but 
they never paralysed action as they did in Lord 
Beaconsfield’s Cabinet in ’77—78, or in Mr. Gladstone’s 
in its dealings with Egypt in the eighties. Nor did 

1 See Chapter IX. pp. 285-87. 
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conflict crystallise into the permanent cleavage that 
was endemic in the Ministries of the latter statesmen. 
In one instance only, during the thirteen and a half 
years of his Premiership, did it culminate in secession: 
it is doubtful whether any system of Cabinet manage- 
ment could have overcome Lord Randolph Churchill’s 
innate incapacity for a subordinate position. For 
the rest, his colleagues differed from time to time on 
specific issues, but their differences were argued and 
finally accommodated without obstructing executive 
activity or leaving behind any legacy of antagonism. 
This was not due to the absence of strong personalities 
among them, nor,—especially after the Liberal Union- 
ist accessions,—to any inherent incapacity for quar- 
relling which they owned. There is one notable 
instance which can be pointed to. Lord Hartington 
and Mr. Chamberlain served together under three 
Prime Ministers. Under Mr. Gladstone their mutual 
opposition was so violent as to break through all 
discreet restraint and be advertised in their platform 
speeches ; under Mr. Balfour it culminated in secession 
on both sides; under Lord Salisbury the two men 
worked together in effectual amity for six years. 
Indeed, after Lord Randolph’s departure, the inner 
history of his Cabinets became dully lacking in critical 
moments. 

Such results, though he proved them compatible 
with a minimum of self-assertion, cannot be accounted 
for by mere passivity. An actively controlling force, 
effective in its unifying power, must have been at work. 
In what did it consist, and how did it operate ? 

In the first place, the charge of undue self-efface- 
ment in counsel must be accepted with qualifications. 
He was not autocratic, but it is impossible to read his 
correspondence without recognising that his temper 
was essentially authoritative. Upon his depart- 
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mental staff, and indeed upon the whole official 
permanent service, its operation was direct and never 
questioned. His conduct of the quarrel with the 
National Union in 1884 instanced its instinctive and 
successful display in the face of a revolting party 
organisation. Towards his colleagues it was-probably 
never consciously asserted,—but its existence could 
hardly have been ignored by them. If they, or the 
majority of them, differed from him, he deliberately 
yielded: their responsibility was equal with his, and 
they had a right to their own opinions. But, as one 
reads, one feels that habitually they preferred not to 
differ from him. 

This instinctive claim to authority was, of course, 
most readily deferred to in the affairs of his own 
department. In 1886, it is true, Lord Randolph 
experimented in an independent foreign policy. But 
it was only for a few weeks and while Lord Iddesleigh 
was Foreign Secretary. In this Ministry of ’85 he 
claimed, as Indian Secretary, a right of consultation 
on Central Asian negotiations, and Lord Salisbury 
communicated with him freely upon the subject. 
But when he proposed, further, to make a third at 
interviews with the Russian Ambassador, his chief 
declined without phrases, and the suggestion was not 
again heard of. Decisions of foreign policy were 
frequently discussed in Cabinet; the necessity of 
deferring to its independent judgment was a plea 
constantly urged by Lord Salisbury in his conversa- 
tions with foreign diplomats. But the occasions 
when his views were ultimately disputed by it must 
have been very rare.* 

Then, the fact that his veto was rarely asserted 
did not mean that his right to its exercise was aban- 


1 Only one such—on a minor issue—can be traced in this and the suc- 
ceeding Ministry. (See Chapter V., Vol. IV.) 
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doned. Questions upon which he was known to be 
immovable—as, for instance, in his refusal to have 
the fiscal issue raised in Parliament—were by that 
very circumstance excluded from Cabinet discussion. 
There were unprepared-for occasions, few and far- 
between, when a final opposition had to be resolved 
on, and its resolution would take a characteristic 
form. “I shall tell them that if they insist on such- 
and-such, they must find another Prime Minister,” 
was an announcement of purpose typically phrased. 
As a formula of resistance this had the advantage of 
discouraging attempts to test its strength. “I am 
your leader, and therefore you must do as I wish,” 
may provoke insistence on the chance that, when it 
comes to the point, the challenger may yield rather 
than cease to be leader: “ You have a full right to 
your opinions, and therefore, since I cannot do as you 
wish, you had better let me go,’ deprives such a 
venture of all possibility of success. 

But there is no record of such ultimatums having 
ever been actually called for. To account for the 
smooth working of the machine it is not necessary 
to weigh Lord Salisbury’s latent powers of self-asser- 
tion against his reluctance to make use of them. It 
is simpler to recall the qualities which obtained him 
his reputation in diplomacy and which were equally 
available for Cabinet management. The atmosphere 
of security which was induced by the solidity of his 
purposes, his avoidance of “‘ bluff,” his fidelity to even 
implied obligations, was as creative of confidence in 
the one department as in the other. The instinct for 
proportion which distinguished ab initio between 
objects for insistence and objects for compromise was 
as effectual in economising influence in counsel as it 
was in negotiation; the capacity for a detached 
recognition of points of view not his own, the resource- 
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fulness in expedients of accommodation, served him 
as well with the diverse temperaments on his own 
front benches as it did with the conflicting demands 
of foreign statesmen. Diplomatic and administrative 
ability are not convertible terms. More than one 
successful diplomatist has proved useless in govern- 
ment; many of the great administrators of history, 
armed with autocratic or military power, have had 
no use for diplomatic methods. It was rather a 
specific characteristic of Lord Salisbury’s to have 
united the two functions,—to have brought to foreign 
affairs the tolerant outlook of a ruler recognising 
among fellow-rulers, even of alien communities, the 
common bond of trusteeship for national interests, 
and in directing the machinery of government at 
home, to have preferred dependence on agreement 
rather than on submission. 

We cannot fill in the picture in detail. The results 
are there, and we can interpret them in the light of 
faculties displayed in other connections. But material 
for illustrating our thesis by supporting instances is 
all but lacking. There are among Lord Salisbury’s 
papers occasional letters and private memoranda 
dealing with Cabinet business which display the same 
characteristics as are familiar in his diplomatic 
correspondence. But, as must always be the case, 
the bulk of his communications with his colleagues 
was informal, intimate, and unwritten. For instance, 
we can do little more than guess at the services 
rendered in counsel by his sense of humour—a quality 
at least as effectual for pacification as for controversy. 
His own verbal references to episodes of ruffled temper 
in Cabinet enabled one to picture the touch of demure 
irony, the suggestive epithet or allusion interjected 
into the midst of an irritated discussion which had 
power to recall overstrained nerves to a realisation 


176 LORD SALISBURY 


of forgotten proportion. His mockery, lightly touched, 
and including himself among its objects, could force 
a truce of smiles, however reluctantly, upon the most 
heated combatants. 

His personal relations with his colleagues, outside 
the walls of the council room, were marked by an even 
friendliness. The degree of intimacy varied, but, in 
schoolboy phrase, Ministers all ‘“‘ knew each other at 
home,”—Lady Salisbury assisting actively in this 
consummation. The remoteness, of which he was 
sometimes accused, towards the outer circle of his 
supporters would certainly not have been re-echoed 
by his colleagues. His door, like that of most public 
men, was closed to ordinary visitors who came without 
previous appointment. But a rule was specifically 
laid down for his household that it was to be open 
at all hours to any member of the Cabinet, young 
or old, who sought admittance. While the session 
was in progress, he was practically in daily communi- 
cation with the House of Commons’ leader, either per- 
sonally or by letter; with other Ministers according 
to the business going forward. The burden varied 
with individuals. During Lord Randolph’s brief lieu- 
tenancy it was serious; his eager mentality and 
demand for sympathetic hearing was as clamorous 
for attention as the differences, which were constantly 
calling for adjustment, between him and his colleagues. 
** Always accessible and responsive ” was the account 
of Lord George Hamilton, a junior member of the 
Cabinet who had served with him earlier as under- 
secretary ; and others of the same standing have left 
a similar record. ‘*‘ Sometimes kindly sarcastic, but 
always frank and fair and patient—though easily 
bored ” is Lord St. Aldwyn’s description of intercourse 
with him. He adds a comment upon one of his 
characteristic tricks: ‘‘ There was no excuse for 
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boring him, as he always showed it at once by ‘ wag- 
ging’ his leg. I often wondered whether the ambas- 
sadors ever took the hint.’ The signal, well known 
to his family, indicated absent-mindedness rather 
than boredom ; thought sent on its travels by some 
suggestion contained in his companion’s talk; a 
symptom of fruitful mental activity, though em- 
barrassingly detached from its immediate inspiration. 
A pause so occupied would be broken by a satisfied 
announcement of a problem of conduct solved, or a 
sought-for explanation found. He was a great fidget. 
One habitual trick he had which was not popular with 
his neighbours. Raising his heels from the ground 
as he sat, he would establish a sustained quivering 
of his knees and legs, continuing perhaps for half an 
hour at a time, shaking the whole floor of the room 
and making the furniture rattle. His colleagues on 
the front bench in the House of Lords complained 
that it made them seasick. Even when his limbs 
were at rest his hands were not,—his long, rather 
rugged fingers incessantly twisting and turning a 
paper-knife or penholder, or beating a devil’s tattoo 
upon his knee or the elbow of his chair. 

The confidence he roused among those with whom 
he worked became, as years advanced, axiomatic in 
its completeness. The stability of his judgment and 
his disinterested inspiration grew, in his colleagues’ 
eyes, to be facts as fundamental and unnoted as the 
law of gravity. Trust begat loyalty, and among those 
with whom he was associated for any length of time, 
loyalty warmed into genuine affection. Of the ex- 
pressions of this that are upon record we may again 
quote Lord St. Aldwyn’s, both because it is not un- 
critical and because it comes from a man who was 
never accused of overcomplaisance: “‘It is rare to 
get a letter from Beach without a ‘ No, I will not’ 
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on the first page,” was Lord Salisbury’s comment on 
the militant independence of this colleague. 


‘“‘ After Lord Beaconsfield’s death I became more 
intimate with Lord Salisbury, and always regarded 
him rather than Sir S. Northcote as the future head of 
the party; and his character soon inspired me with a 
real affection for him. He never thought of himself, and 
his kindness to his colleagues was unbounded, especially 
in any trouble, as when my health broke down in 1887. 
. . . In my opinion his record as Prime Minister and 
Foreign Secretary would have gained if his nature had 
been harder and more self-assertive,—but this might 
probably have detracted from his personal charm 
which is no small asset in the conduct of affairs. . . . 
Never thinking of his own position or courting popu- 
larity, he devoted himself, often at the sacrifice of his 
own opinions and inclinations, in the true spirit of 
duty, to ‘carrying on the Queen’s Government.’ All 
who worked with him felt that he was essentially a 
great man.” 


The special circumstances of the time, and, to a 
degree, his own limitations, made the harmony, whose 
causes we have been trying to identify and which, 
however induced, was so pre-eminent a character- 
istic of Lord Salisbury’s Cabinets, an asset of peculiar 
-importance to his leadership. Parliamentary condi- 
tions were not easy during his two long Ministries. 
That of 1886-92 held office in a minority, depending 
for its support in the House of Commons upon men 
who were admittedly outside its party organisation. 
In 1895 this unstable relation was merged into a 
formal Coalition which, if the emergency combina- 
tions which administered the country during the Great 
War be excluded, can claim to have been the only 
successful Government of its kind that is recorded 
in parliamentary history. The distinction between 
Conservatives and, at all events, the Whig section of 
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their Liberal Unionist allies, was no doubt largely con- 
ventional. But it existed; and until coalescence had 
solidified into unity, the Conservative party, while 
maintaining its own fundamental characteristics, was 
subject to the constant strain of assimilating new 
blood, new points of view, new traditions. It was a 
condition productive of unrest, begetting a spirit of 
adventure among the younger members of the party, 
and suspicion among the older. The traditional 
homogeneity, upon which opponents had been wont 
to dwell enviously, was broken. Not only had the 
three streams flowing from separate sources,—Con- 
servatives, old Whigs, and Radical Imperialists,—to 
be conducted along one channel, but the channel itself 
was no longer even, and minor insurgent currents,— 
of Jingoism, of Fair Trade, of Tory Democracy,— 
were constantly pressing against the banks of party 
discipline at Westminster. 

Lord Salisbury was not well equipped for dealing 
directly with such conditions. He was not a House of 
Commons’ leader either actually or by innate capacity. 
The unbroken support which his Governments, in fact, 
received from the Commons’ majorities, throughout 
his period of Premiership, can best be accounted for 
by the indirect action of his twofold gift for popular 
leadership and Cabinet management. The parlia- 
mentary unity of the party was preserved under a 
double pressure; the pressure from below of a con- 
stantly convinced and trusting electorate, and the 
pressure from above of a unanimously loyal front 
bench. 


As Lord Salisbury conducted it, the maintenance 
of personal communication with the Sovereign was 
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by no means a negligible item in the Prime Minister’s 
duties. To a sympathetic enquiry, addressed to him 
this autumn, as to how he bore the strain of his double 
department, he replied: ‘‘ As for that, I could do 
very well with two departments; in fact, I have 
four,—the Prime Ministership, the Foreign Office, the 
Queen, and Randolph Churchill,—and the burden of 
them increases in that order.” In spite of the in- 
evitable gibe, he could not fairly complain of the volume 
of his correspondence with Her Majesty, great though 
it undoubtedly was, for his whole attitude invited 
and encouraged it. His relations with her counted 
for so much, in his personal as well as in his official 
life, that they call for some detailed comment. 
Loyalty to the Sovereign was with him more than 
a sentiment. He would have placed it upon the same 
level of obligation as patriotism. His reason corro- 
borated what his instincts impelled him to; he be- 
lieved the monarchy to be indispensable to the Empire, 
and its continued credit the only certain guarantee of 
the country’s stability. He held it as a paramount 
duty to maintain its prerogatives, and would gladly 
have seen them extended had that been possible. In 
his younger days, he used to lament that he had not 
been born under a more actively monarchial constitu- 
tion ; he should have far preferred service to a king 
than to a parliament. In later years this lament was 
more rarely heard,—partly, perhaps, because of a 
more intimate knowledge of what the Ministers of 
absolute monarchs, even the great Bismarck himself, 
had to submit to in the frustration of their policies. 
The claims upon him which he recognised in his 
Sovereign did not include the surrender of his judgment. 
This was frequently exemplified in contentions over 
minor issues during the long period of their official 
relations, and for some years after he first became a 
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Cabinet Minister his attitude, both in foreign and in 
ecclesiastical politics, was in direct opposition to the 
Queen’s views. But when he became Foreign Secre- 
tary in 1878, the antagonism which Russia’s challeng- 
ing policy had induced in him, and still more, perhaps, 
his championship against Lord Derby’s passivity, 
gave a favourable opening to their new and closer re- 
lations. From that date intimacy between them grew 
steadily and not slowly. From the very first his work 
at the Foreign Office seems to have won from the 
Queen a confidence which never subsequently weak- 
ened: on his side, he became rapidly imbued with 
that personal affection for her which it was her unique 
distinction to have aroused in every one of her Prime 
Ministers, irrespective of their sympathy with her 
opinions. 

What qualities in her were responsible for it in 
Lord Salisbury’s case it is difficult to state with 
absoluteness. He was not given to the description 
or analysis of his feelings, especially when these were, 
as in this case, deeply involved. The quality to whose 
attraction he most often referred was her loyalty, her 
white truth, and honesty. ‘ Always speak the truth 
to the Queen,” was his only advice to those who 
approached her for the first time. She was absolutely 
to be relied on in all circumstances,—no trust in her 
would ever be betrayed. Her candour was as notice- 
able as her loyalty ; she was incapable of even the 
subtlest form of pose or affectation or vanity. And 
on the other hand, the offence which she found it 
hardest to pardon was any attempt to deceive or 
conceal things from her. 

This pervading truthfulness of nature was not only 
sympathetic to him in itself, but it exercised a favour- 
able influence over all their relations, private and 
public. It induced in him that freedom of personal 
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confidence which is peculiarly refreshing, to men of 
reserved tempers: Lady Salisbury used to affirm her 
belief that he told the Queen “ everything.” It was 
an essential condition of the trust which he reposed in 
her as confidante and ally in his work as Foreign 
Minister. It assisted his sympathies where other- 
wise they might have failed. The long mournings 
and the ritual of anniversaries by which she expressed 
her love and sorrow for her dead relations were 
frankly incomprehensible to him. If there had been 
a trace of self-consciousness to lower them into a 
parade of feeling, they would have been repellent. 
As it was, her invincible genuineness secured them 
from criticism. He would demurely ask for assistance 
from her household in remembering the periods of 
mourning or the “ forbidden days,”’ but they created 
no obstacle to the pity which he felt for her in the 
series of bereavements which crowded her later years, 
or to the appeal which her strong family affections 
made to his kindred feeling. She was herself, indeed, 
uncompromising in denouncing any detected artifici- 
ality of sentiment. 

Then again, she had peculiarities calculated to 
make a disturbing appeal to his sense of humour: 
eccentricities of outlook upon art and literature, dating 
for the most part from the bygone traditions of the 
middle of that century, which her social isolation had 
prolonged in her; irrational prejudices in matters 
of everyday life; queerly distorted perspectives. 
Her letters, reflecting with accuracy, and with no 
attempt at adjustment for the sake of effect, the 
interests, small and great, which happened to occupy 
her mind at the moment, presented at times an 
extraordinary jumble of values. Lord Salisbury was 
perpetually amused, but his amusement was quite 
singleminded. There was no suspicion of pretension 
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to excite his easily stirred irony or make his laughter 
a challenge to his respect. 

There were other characteristics in her to make 
respect easy. Her inflexible conscience, her unflag- 
ging industry, her high standard of public morality, in 
which the watchwords of duty, truth, and honesty, 
stood sternly in the forefront. There was a satis- 
fying oneness of judgment between them on all ques- 
tions of personal ethics in public life. Restrictions 
of loyalty and honour needed scarcely to be referred 
to with her,—never to be argued: he was certain 
beforehand of her understanding and agreement. His 
only difficulty on this score was her too emphatic 
condemnation of laxer conceptions in others. When 
she had become convinced of personal falsity in some 
foreign sovereign or statesman, her Minister had more 
than once to exert his influence actively to persuade 
her to a politic external tolerance. 

In spite of gossip to the contrary, she had a larger 
charity towards offences against the laws of sexual 
morality, and one which responded to Lord Salisbury’s 
own attitude. It was not sentimental, and admitted 
of no blurring of outlines; but it refused individual 
judgment, and expressed itself in a cool objective 
recognition of human infirmity. The rigid exclusion 
from her Court which she meted out to open offenders 
in this connection was a function of her office, not an 
outcome of her impulses. She held herself to be the 
guardian of social purity, as her judges were of civil 
law, and optional exceptions on the grounds of com- 
passion would have been, in her eyes, as much out of 
place in the one instance as in the other. Lord 
Salisbury always strenuously denied that she had in 
her any trace either of Pharisaism or Puritanism. 

On Church questions their standpoints were widely 
different. Hers, derived from her early training and 
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her husband’s teaching, was reminiscent of the devout 
but rather hazy movement in Germany, out of which 
the Evangelical State Church of Prussia had arisen in 
the middle of the nineteenth century. With careful 
candour she often took occasion in conversation to 
allude to her disagreement with her Minister’s well- 
known views. Doctrines or discipline which marked 
separation between Christian bodies would be swept 
aside, in characteristic phrase, as “‘ very unnecessary.” 
And, in truth, her simple and complete acceptance 
of the fundamental articles of the Christian creed 
made such differences of small account in personal 
intercourse. The two never discussed theology ; they 
agreed to differ on Church polity; and they were 
always in religious sympathy. 

As a collaborator in his own particular business 
of foreign affairs, he continually affirmed her value. 
Her unrivalled experience in all the intricacies of 
international affairs, made presently available by her 
remarkable memory, was interpreted in the light of 
a strong common sense. Lord Salisbury used to 
express his approval, ungallantly, by saying that 
talking over public affairs with her was like talking 
with a man. She had certain strong partialities and 
antagonisms, but they did not cover a large field. The 
most prominent was her dislike and distrust of Russia. 
This sentiment dated probably from the time of the 
Crimean War, but it was being continually reinforced 
to the Queen’s militant truthfulness by the unveiled 
audacity of falsehood which characterised Government 
methods in Russia. Lord Salisbury did not dispute 
the phenomenon, though he attributed it largely to 
the incoherence of the administrative machine under 
its overburdened autocrat. The assurances of one 
Russian representative would be immediately falsified 
by the acts of another, simply because each was pur- 
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suing his own separate policy, and there was no 
central authority strong enough to control them. 

Since, throughout this period, these policies varied 
only in the degree of their antagonism to England, the 
strength of the Queen’s feelings on the subject formed 
no direct stumbling-block to her Minister. In 1886 
he had to demur to her exaggerated championship of 
Bulgaria in its resistance to Russia, and his subsequent 
efforts to appease the traditional hostility of the northern 
Empire did not commend themselves to her. But he 
found reasoning with her a satisfactory process, even 
when it failed to persuade. Her judgment, when 
aroused, acted dispassionately and on large lines ; she 
did not adhere to opinions simply because she had 
expressed them, or refuse to admit conviction when it 
came. And, above all, there were no secondary 
motives, no hidden or half-conscious purposes to 
stumble against in the darkness. 

There was one department of knowledge in which 
her assistance was peculiarly useful to him. Drawing 
her facts from her large private correspondence, illumi- 
nated by old experience, she would discuss the char- 
acters and motives of the sovereigns and statesmen of 
Europe much in the same way that an intelligent and 
observant country gentleman’s wife might discuss 
those of her county neighbours. Their friendships and 
enmities, dispositions and tempers, tastes and preju- 
dices, were spoken of with an intimate detachment 
which altogether ignored their peculiar environment. 
It was a point of view outside the reach of official 
diplomats. They could study national tendencies and 
policies in newspapers or public utterances, and add 
such information, generally of a doubtful accuracy, 
as patriotic reticence in the capitals to which they 
were accredited would vouchsafe to foreigners in 
private conversation. But the light thus obtained 
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upon the inspiration of men at the centre was, at the 
best, dim and uncertain. The Queen’s contributions 
were invaluable in identifying and illuminating this 
personal element in European politics. When Lord 
Salisbury returned from one of his long talks with her 
at Windsor or Osborne, there would be no shadow of 
condescension in his report of her opinion upon this or 
that vexed question of a foreign statesman’s secret 
balance of desire, or the exact relations between an 
Emperor’s published point of view and his real one: 
‘* She knows what she is talking about,”’ would be his 
comment. 

It was not only from her familiarity with the 
minds and motives of foreign magnates that he drew 
enlightenment. In the speech which he made in the 
House of Lords after her death, he dwelt upon her 
political wisdom, her wide powers of vision and—as he 
often did at other times—upon her close touch with 
public opinion in this country,—especially that of the 
average members of the middle class. 


*“ She certainly impressed many of us with a pro- 
found sense of the penetration—almost intuition— 
with which she saw the perils with which we might be 
threatened in any course it was thought expedient to 
adopt. She left upon my mind,—she left upon our 
minds—the conviction that it was always a dangerous 
matter to press on her any course of the expediency 
of which she was not thoroughly convinced; and, I 
may say with confidence, that no Minister in her long 
reign ever disregarded her advice or pressed her to 
disregard it, without afterwards feeling that he had 
incurred a dangerous responsibility. 

* She had an extraordinary knowledge of what her 
people would think,—extraordinary, because it could 
not come from any personal intercourse. I have said 
for years that I always felt that when I knew what 
the Queen thought, I knew pretty certainly what view 
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her subjects would take, and especially the middle 
class of her subjects.” (January 25, 1901.) 


One marked feature in her psychology, whose 
genuineness is in peculiar danger of being misjudged 
by present-day critics, was her inborn and inextin- 
guishable consciousness of Queenship. It was more 
sympathetic to Lord Salisbury than it could have been 
to some of her Ministers. It was loftily embodied. 
The phrase, “my people,’”’ with its dependent varia- 
tions, which appeared so frequently in her public utter- 
ances, was, in her eyes, no conventional locution. It 
represented a real relation of whose responsibility she 
never ceased to be conscious. The consciousness was 
not affected by the fact that the responsibility was 
unbacked by power. It rather appeared as if this 
limitation impelled her, through an absorbed occupa- 
tion of thought and an unceasing industry, to find 
substitutes for a more direct acquittal of her trust. 
Though she accepted unreservedly the constitutional 
law under which all control of affairs was delegated to 
her Ministers, she never seemed to look upon them as 
being other than stewards. The people and the 
Empire whose welfare was in their hands were inalien- 
ably hers,and when, to her eyes, their power was mis- 
used, she grieved as keenly as if she herself had been 
to blame. 

This acute sense of responsibility, with the funda- 
mentally self-devoted—if rather illogical—conception 
of her office by which it was inspired, commanded 
Lord Salisbury’s unqualified respect, and he was quite 
ready to accept the reactions of a less altruistic char- 
acter that accompanied it. From her subjects she 
expected a tribute of loyalty as of right,—a tribute 
which, at least during these later years of her reign, 
was, in fact, constantly and unstintingly paid. In her 
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social relations, her certainty of the observance due 
to her was so complete that she never exacted it. 
Dignity suggests an element of self-consciousness ; if 
a single epithet had to be chosen for her manner, the 
most suitable word would have been simplicity. But, 
nevertheless, no one ever entered her presence without, 
voluntarily or involuntarily, doing it homage. She 
claimed the personal attendance of her Ministers and 
their assiduity in communicating with her, as being 
among the fundamental duties of their office. It was 
a claim which, at times, bore hardly upon hard-worked 
men. Lord Salisbury’s friends would complain, he 
himself would occasionally murmur, at the frequent 
impact of a summons to Windsor or Osborne upon a 
time-table already crowded to overflowing. But he 
had largely himself to blame if compliance was not 
more often escaped. A plea of overwork or ill-health 
would bring a prompt withdrawal of the invitation, 
followed generally by a flow of telegraphic enquiry 
and an anxious letter pressing upon him warmly the 
need of care and rest. But he would never avail him- 
self of this latent complaisance if he could help it. In 
essence, he acquiesced in and approved the assumption 
that he owed her personal as well as public service. It 
was the same with her demand that, where her personal 
presence or individual exertion was required, her 
comfort and convenience should be considered. Here 
her sex, perhaps, stood foremost in her consciousness, 
but the claims of her office were never forgotten. A 
woman who had been assailed throughout her life- 
time by an unbroken stream of politicians, each alike 
convinced of the unique importance of the object for 
which he called upon her for effort, might have been 
justified in defensive protest on grounds of sheer self- 
preservation. But such an appeal ad misericordiam 
was never suffered to stand alone. She was a woman 
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and must not be overpressed ;—but she was also the 
Queen and must not be dictated to. Lord Salisbury 
was sympathetic to both pleas, even on the rare occa- 
sions when he felt bound to combat them. 

The dual consciousness exhibited at these times, 
the inextricable mingling of Queen and woman in her 
was all-pervading and, in its paradoxical appeal, was 
probably largely responsible for the peculiar attrac- 
tion which she exercised over her Ministers. She 
could be at once dependent and imperative, emotional 
and impersonally detached, narrowly domestic and 
widely imperial in her outlook. She would indignantly 
demur to postponing her arrangements for twenty- 
four hours for the convenience of a foreign potentate 
or a parliamentary majority, but would be even 
exaggerated in her consideration for that of the 
humbler members of her household. She would dis- 
cuss their statecraft with the distinguished men who 
served her, dissent from it, perhaps, and expect her 
criticisms, vigorously worded on occasion, to be sub- 
mitted and replied to with respectful deference ; but 
should sorrow strike them, or it might be merely 
some blow of disillusioned ambition or expectation, 
and they would become simply old friends to whom 
her heart would go out with spontaneous, impartial 
warmth. At such times she would touch the sore spot 
__ with a tact and delicacy which witnessed to rare gifts 
of emotional comprehension, and moved the recipient 
of her consolation to an abiding gratitude. She could 
with difficulty be induced to cultivate popularity by 
showing herself to the people whose duty of loyalty 
she assumed as of course ; but she had all a woman’s 
pleasure in noting the warmth of their reception of 
her, and she never required prompting to express her 
fervent participation in any affliction which visited 
them. 
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Thus, to her Ministers, to the men whose relations 
with her were at once public and intimate, as she 
never ceased to bea Queen, so she never ceased to be 
a woman. Her appeals to their loyalty as subjects 
and to their chivalry as men were often indistinguish- 
able. With Lord Salisbury the second of these appeals 
was perhaps more felt than with his predecessors, 
from the fact that he was the first of her Prime Minis- 
ters to be younger in age than herself,—Lord Rose- 
bery, in his brief Ministry of 1894-95, being the only 
other one. The long strain of her public cares and 
private griefs had begun to tell upon her by the time 
he became Prime Minister. Her sense of impotent 
responsibility and of isolation from equal friendship 
weighed upon her continually. Her nervousness of 
strangers, of crowds, of ceremonial functions, had in- 
creased with age. The sense of feminine dependence, 
which was innate in her, had become intensified, and 
her Minister’s instinct of protective championship 
was correspondingly emphasised. He would stint no 
personal labour to save her from trouble or anxiety. 
** T will not have the Queen worried,”’ was his recurrent 
negative to attempts on the part of colleagues or 
supporters to press her to distasteful decisions. If 
the object aimed at were a solid one—as, for instance, 
in hospitality to be offered to some foreigner whose 
goodwill was of importance and who might take um- 
brage at its omission,—he would himself approach 
her, and nearly always with success. A frank state- 
ment of the interests at stake, with a tacit appeal for 
her help, sufficed to rouse in her the sense of duty 
which, when roused, was imperative. But if it was 
only a question of official convenience or of dramatic 
effect upon public imagination, he always took her 
side in the quarrel. When argued with, he would 
maintain that the prolongation of her life, through 
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the avoidance of all needless strain upon her nerves 
and strength, was an asset for the public good whose 
importance far outweighed the trifling advantage 
which it was sought to secure. The same instinct for 
her defence under more serious causes of distress 
appears in the course of this narrative. 

Though not immediately connected with her re- 
lations with himself, an incident may be recorded as 
showing that the feminine element in her need not be 
taken as having been all weakness. It included a form 
of courage as typical of her sex as it was of her office. 
It was in the last year of her life, just after the “‘ black 
week ”’ in the Boer War, when all that was articulate 
in the country’s public opinion had surrendered to one 
of those unreasoning fits of panic to which it is periodi- 
cally liable. Lord Salisbury was unwell—it was 
shortly after his wife’s death—and Mr. Balfour went 
down to Windsor to see the Queen in his place. He 
began to speak to her, with intent of consolatory re- 
assurance, of the alarmist reports which filled the 
papers. But he was at once cut short with the char- 
acteristic, quick little bend of the head in which all 
regality seemed concentrated: ‘‘ Please understand 
that there is no one depressed in this house :—we 
are not interested in the possibilities of defeat ;—they 
do not exist.”’ Mr. Balfour returned to his uncle 
enthusiastically appreciative. It had been splendid 
to pass from the clamorous croakers in clubs and 
newspapers into the presence of this little old lady, 
alone among her women at Windsor, and hear her 
sweep all their vaticinations into nothingness with a 
nod. 

No cataloguing of conditions can express a human 
relationship. This brief summary can only pretend 
to indicate some of the inspirations of affection and 
respect, and above all, of trust, which made this friend- 
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ship, outside the limits of his immediate family, the 
warmest and closest of Lord Salisbury’s life. It will 
be understood that, under such conditions, he was 
scrupulous in respecting the Queen’s claim to fuller 
information than the mere transmission of documents 
could supply, even though supplemented by frequent 
interviews whenever she was in London or within 
easy reach of it. He adopted one method for this 
purpose which had the advantage of involving little 
additional toil for himself. After an afternoon of 
interviews at the Foreign Office, he would write a 
brief résumé of their purport in the form of a letter to 
Her Majesty, of a similar character to those in which, 
according to the usual practice, he reported the re- 
sults of Cabinet meetings and House of Lords’ debates 
—though going, as a rule, into rather more detail. 
Copies kept of these letters served as the memoranda 
for his own use, which in any case would have had to 
be preserved. 


By a special arrangement, Lord Salisbury devolved 
the minor appointments in the Prime Minister’s gift 
upon the First Lord of the Treasury for the time being. 
But the patronage of major ones he had to reserve 
for himself, as well as the strictly political appoint- 
ments to the Ministry itself. It was the function of 
Government which he approached with the least 
amount of self-confidence, always welcoming and 
often—in contradistinction to his usual attitude— 
seeking advice in its fulfilment. With regard to many 
non-political posts, he would be frankly partisan in 
his selections. Legal promotions did not come under 
his direct appointment, but he would never apologise 
for the practice of making them a reward for political 
“right thinking.” Within certain limits of intelli- 
gence, honesty, and knowledge of law, one man would 
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make as good a judge as another, and a Tory men- 
tality was, ipso facto, more trustworthy than a Liberal 
one. “ We must pay our debts first in the way of 
judge-ships,”” he wrote to Lord Randolph when the 
farewell distribution of places on leaving office in 1885 
was being prepared for: ‘‘ Legal partisans are as bad 
as duns even when it is not judge-ships they want. 
G. lies heavy on my soul; I dare not look C. in the 
face; and I am round the corner if I see S. H.; while 
the thought of W. keeps me awake at night ” (December 
4, 1885). An incident recorded by Mr. Buckle wit- 
nesses to the same point of view. The Times’ editor 
called at Arlington Street for the express purpose of 
impressing upon the Prime Minister the disrepute 
which the Lord Chancellor was bringing upon the 
Government by certain partisan legal appointments. 
Lord Salisbury listened to his budget, and then 
observed, with meditative detachment, that it was 
hard on his colleague that he should be so much 
abused for what was, in fact, his own responsibility : 
‘“* I believe it was I who pressed most strongly on him 
the claims of those who are considered the worst.” 
There were, however, two classes of appointment 
which such considerations were never allowed to 
influence. Officials in his own department might 
have what opinions they liked about Home Rule or 
the rights of private property, and the one of his 
private secretaries who was the most trusted, and 
marked for the quickest promotion, was, at the outset 
at least, an extreme Radical in home politics. Ex- 
clusively and rigidly direct also were the qualifications 
which he required for nomination to the bench of 
Bishops. Indifference to orthodox credentials need 
not be inferred from a response made, in this same 
correspondence with Lord Randolph, to a despairing 
question as to how to get rid of a highly placed civil 
VOL. III Oo 
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servant who was hopelessly inefficient and notoriously 
pious: ‘If I might follow the precedents of the early 
Church, I should like to make him a Bishop.” 

The making of Bishops was, indeed, the one of his 
public duties which cost him most heavily in labour 
and anxiety. ‘I declare they die to spite me,” he 
groaned, when vacancies were piling up through an 
unusually quick succession of deaths and resignations 
on the episcopal bench. His intimacy with the 
general polity of the Church and the conditions of her 
work made him fastidious in his requirements, and 
yet, as he lived very little in ecclesiastical society, he 
had to rely for his selections almost wholly upon 
second-hand knowledge. The task was rendered 
harder by the fact that the quality upon which he 
insisted as indispensable—that of spirituality of 
character—was the one least possible to estimate from 
general report. Learning, eloquence, judgment, a 
proved capacity for administration, pastoral experi- 
ence, were each in its way desirable, but he would not 
accept any of these as a substitute for a spiritual 
temper. Mr. Buckle presents a contrasting picture 
to the one just recorded when he describes how he 
found him, after Archbishop Benson’s death, ponder- 
ing decision between two or three diocesans whose 
eminence marked them out as eligible for translation 
to Canterbury. It was not their competing qualifica- 
tions in distinction which were occupying him: ‘“ It 
seems to me essential that there should be no doubt 
in the public mind that the Archbishop of Canterbury 
is an earnest believing Christian,’’ and he mentioned 
two men from the names before him whom he con- 
sidered to be pre-eminently able to fulfil this condition. 
The elder of the two, Dr. Temple, was the one ulti- 
mately chosen, and the younger, Dr. Davidson, became 
his successor six years later,—though on Mr. Balfour’s 
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recommendation, in the year after Lord Salisbury’s 
retirement. 

He was rigid also in exacting a whole - hearted 
devotion to the ministerial call. On one occasion, 
when a clergyman was urged upon him as being 
eminently fitted by his general qualifications for a 
bishopric, he rejected the recommendation on the 
sole ground that, some years before, the candidate 
had refused an invitation to a diocese abroad for 
reasons of family convenience. Rather unfairly, he 
was also critical when men belonging to the very type 
of which he was in search refused nomination on 
the plea of conscious insufficiency. ‘‘ A member of 
the diplomatic service doesn’t refuse a post to which 
I appoint him because he thinks himself ‘ unfit.’ 
That is my responsibility, not his!” he would ex- 
claim irritably. ‘“‘ The men who want bishoprics are 
unfit for them, and the men who are fit for them 
won’t have them. I am sick of the business,’ was 
another cry of the heart wrung from him on one such 
occasion. 

There were other obstacles to overcome. He held 
strongly that the episcopal bench ought to be repre- 
sentative of all schools of thought in the Church. His 
own personal relations were mainly with High Church- 
men, and he lamented the more the lack of general 
distinction from which the evangelical party suffered 
at that time. Whenever a diocese fell vacant, which 
had a suitable tradition, he would start upon what he 
used to call the “ hunt for a Low Churchman.” It 
took him long and far: ‘* Will no one find me one ?”’ 
he used to exclaim despairingly. The Queen occasion- 
ally added to his difficulties. Usually, she accepted 
his suggestions without demur, though with a good 
deal of frank criticism ; but she had certain personal 
antipathies which were unpersuadable, and, true to 
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his principles where her prerogative was concerned, he 
would never consent to force her hand. In view of 
all such impediments to freedom of choice in a search 
already obscured to discovery, it is not difficult to 
account for the huge bulk of the packages of corre- 
spondence which are preserved among his papers 
labelled for each successive diocesan appointment. 


The political labours which a democratic constitu- 
tion imposes upon a party leader, as much when he is 
in office as when he is out of it, took their share also 
of the time and energy which work at the Foreign 
Office left free. Public speaking was the competing 
task of whose burden he used most frequently to 
complain. But he accepted its necessity for the 
opportunity offered, not only of influencing opinion, 
but of studying it. The channels of information 
ordinarily open to a politician in London: the columns 
of the metropolitan Press, the agitations of the lobbies, 
the gossip of Clubland, or the manufactured propa- 
ganda which filled his postbag, were, he always main- 
tained, useless for this purpose. On his “ stumping ”’ 
tours he would engage in talk with provincial leaders 
on their social and business, as well as their political, 
affairs ; would pick up in passing significant items of 
information ; would note the reception given to argu- 
ments or allusions deliberately introduced into his 
speeches with that object; would register that in- 
definable impression as to the trend of feeling in a 
massed audience, which is the return of most success- 
ful oratory. All these things served as material for 
the formation of judgment, and as comments upon the 
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reports which reached him in the ordinary routine 
through the medium of the party machine. 

The working of that machine took its quota also, 
though a limited one, of his time and attention. There 
was no need for interference with its methods. That 
was the classic period in Conservative electioneering. 
Under Mr. Akers Douglas as Whip, and Captain 
Middleton as Chief Agent, the organisation attained a 
completeness which could hardly have been improved 
upon. The accuracy with which Captain Middleton, 
whether by intuition or from experience, could calculate 
the “ co-efficient of error’ in the returns of his local 
workers, became proverbial. He would send fore- 
casts to Lord Salisbury on the eve of a by-election 
which would be almost exactly reproduced in the 
numbers polled the following day. Apart from their 
efficiency, both party officials had a straightness, 
loyalty, and simplicity of outlook which made them 
very pleasant to work with, and their chief’s relations 
with them were intimately easy. A then junior 
member of the staff recalls how often, after the close of 
a House of Lords sitting, his brougham would draw 
up at St. Stephen’s Chambers and, seating himself at 
Captain Middleton’s table, while subordinates with- 
drew to a discreet distance, he would go through the 
last reports from the constituencies, weigh the qualifi- 
cations of proposed candidates, or discuss with Whip 
and Agent the latest teacup-storm among some 
section of his supporters. 

While fully appreciating the value of the machine 
as an instrument of action, he would never consent to 
regard it as an organ of opinion. The views to which 
it gave voice, whether in reports from the Central 
Office or through the elected delegates of the National 
Union, were always those of the same specialised class. 
It was the mentality of the wire-puller, of the partisan 
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worker which spoke, and he declared it to be the greatest 
of mistakes to identify this with the mentality of the 
electorate at large. He would check its reeommenda- 
tions from such independent sources of information as 
have been spoken of, but, more finally, by his own 
confident instinct as to the mind of his fellow-country- 
men. Where this contradicted the reports of his ad- 
visers at the Central Office or the demands of pro- 
vincial representatives, he never hesitated to act upon 
it. The rank and file of the organisation may have 
grumbled, but the chiefs never demurred. Their con- 
fidence was put to a more severe test by certain less 
deliberate revolts against their judgment, of which he 
was occasionally guilty. “‘ There go twenty seats,” 
Captain Middleton was overheard to murmur with a 
gesture of despair as he listened at a massed meeting to 
some epigrammatic indiscretion whose reappearance 
he visualised, cumulatively repeated on the enemy’s 
platforms for months to come. But he stood the 
shock. Both he and Mr. Douglas were gifted with 
a saving sense of humour which buttressed the con- 
fidence, which contact had inspired, in their chief’s 
larger attributes for leadership. The unstinted per- 
sonal loyalty which they gave him up to the end was 
among the most satisfying of his experiences in politics. 


CHAPTER VII 
AT THE FOREIGN OFFICE 


Ir the poor opinion which Lord Salisbury entertained 
of the highest award of a political career be found de- 
pressing, the picture is brightened by his constant 
content with the work to which the greater part of his 
official life was devoted. Each time that his party was 
dismissed to Opposition he relinquished the Foreign 
Secretaryship with a pang, and his voluntary surrender 
of it to a colleague in 1886, and again for the last 
year and a half of his public life, were acts of real 
renunciation. 

The fundamental reason for this difference of 
appreciation must be looked for in the relative degree 
of influence upon events which a man is able to exert 
as an administrator and as a politician. History 
witnesses markedly to the contrast. The substitution 
of the Emperor William for Prince Bismarck as the 
supreme authority in Germany had no marked effect 
upon her political economy. But the change in 
administrative control proved vitally disastrous to her 
and to Europe. On a smaller scale, M. Freycinet’s 
defeat of M. Gambetta in 1882 left no noticeable trace 
on French legislation. But in its executive results, it 
determined the fate of Egypt for a generation, and had 
indirect but substantial influence upon the interna- 
tional relationships of France, England, and Germany. 
It would be difficult to name any statesman whose 
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elimination would have seriously affected the great 
political movements of democracy or of social reform 
in the England of the nineteenth century. But if 
Lord Castlereagh had been quite other than he was, 
the Treaty of Vienna, and with it the subsequent 
history of the European commonwealth, might well 
have been revolutionised. Though the detachment 
of international affairs from the legislative side of 
government makes this executive importance of the 
individual peculiarly apparent there, instances of it 
may be pointed to in other departments also. It was 
Mr. Gladstone’s administration of the Treasury in the 
sixties, rather than the actual repeal of the Corn Laws, 
that evolved from a popular demand for cheap bread 
and untaxed raw material an elaborated system of 
national free trade, so conditioned as to prove for 
generations irreversible. No legislative action of that 
epoch had influence upon either side of the Irish 
quarrel equal to that of Mr. Balfour’s Chief Secretary- 
ship in the eighties and Mr. Birrell’s in the Ministry of 
1906. The constitutional or political development of 
a country is determined by forces over which individual 
statesmen have little control. But as representatives 
within existent political or national conditions, of the 
fundamental function for which government exists, 
they count decisively, whether for good or for evil. 
To say that Lord Salisbury loved power might 
suggest invidious implications. That power was a 
necessary condition for his self-expression would be a 
more modern and a more accurate way of stating the 
fact. His judgment worked independently of that of 
his fellows, and was rarely in complete accord with it ; 
decision was easy to him; fear of responsibility un- 
known ; initiative a normal instinct, and opportunity 
to translate it into action essential to his content. 
Therefore, he enjoyed the work of administration and 


AT THE FOREIGN OFFICE 201 


disliked that of parliamentary politics. He was 
happy at the India Office. The late Lord George 
Hamilton, who worked under him there for four years, 
protested to the writer of this book against the small 
space reserved in it for his Indian record. ‘‘ I think 
without doubt,” he says in a memorandum which he 
communicated to her on the subject, “that Lord 
Salisbury was the best Secretary of State that India 
has ever had.” But in the India Office there was a 
Council to be consulted, and a Viceroy whose influ- 
ence upon policy was at least equal to that of his chief. 
It was at the Foreign Office, with its exclusively 
centralised organisation, that he enjoyed the fullest 
independence of authority. 

Other causes no doubt contributed to his affection 
for it. In the light of conventional commonplace one 
of these might be looked upon as paradoxical. Diplo- 
matic work attracted him for its essential sincerity. 
In home politics, phrases rule. The majority of those 
engaged in them are content to look no further, and 
even those who do must pay constant homage to the 
phrase as distinct from the facts. But in international 
polities, no one can ever get away from the facts ; to 
ignore them is to court an immediate Nemesis, and a 
man’s success in this field is in direct proportion to his 
capacity for their correct and prompt diagnosis. At 
the Foreign Office, probing for the reality which under- 
lay happenings abroad, and laying his own plans in the 
light of its foreseen developments, Lord Salisbury 
stretched mental limbs cramped in the phrase-making 
of the platform or of the House of Lords. His interest 
in the subject-matter of his work need not be dwelt 
upon. He felt it in common with every man who is 
gifted with a modicum of imagination, and acquaintance 
with past history and an intelligent concern in the 
destinies of his fellow-creatures. It was strengthened 
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in his case by his dominating sense of. trusteeship 
for his country’s interests and his inborn hatred of 
war,—a combination which gave a supreme value to 
the two objects which diplomacy exists to reconcile. 
The aims set before him were eminently worth while, 
and were, at the same time, of that tangible and real- 
isable character which his temperament required for 
full satisfaction. 

It was to his departmental work that the bulk of 
his time was devoted. The demands of the Prime 
Ministership were superadded and, however lightened 
by his exclusion from the House of Commons, the 
burden was undoubtedly a heavy one. 

It was particularly so in its incessancy. Sundays, 
which brought an intermission of interviews, came to 
be regarded only as opportunities for making up the 
week’s arrears in paper-work, and his so-called holi- 
days abroad were waited upon by an unbroken pro- 
cession of messengers carrying sacks full of boxes, and 
by a constant correspondence of coded telegrams. On 
one or two occasions during his last two years at the 
Foreign Office, Mr. Balfour secured him a complete 
holiday by taking over his work there for a few weeks. 
With that reserve, it can be said that throughout the 
whole of the eleven and a half years—broken roughly 
into two halves by the Liberal Ministry of ’92-95,— 
during which he held the two offices, he never, except 
when he was ill, and then only while his temperature 
was seriously high, enjoyed a whole day’s rest ;—doubt- 
fully half a day’s. Nature exacted her penalty. There 
were repeated minor failures of health; he lived close to 
the physical breaking-point, and kept clear of it only by 
a careful avoidance of all exertion, mental or bodily, out- 
side his work. When the end came, it was the opinion 
of his doctor that, in view of the original strength of his 
vital organs, it had been artificially hastened by the 
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long strain. But in any immediate sense, he did not 
find the work overwhelming. There was a slackening 
of energy and mental vigour during the last two years 
of office, but until then he showed no signs of stale- 
ness, nor ever appeared, except for the briefest inter- 
vals, to lose his spring or cease to give the impression 
of being thoroughly “‘ on the top ” of his work. 

This is difficult to account for at first sight, in 
view of the degree in which he suffered from the strain 
of the Foreign Office work only in Lord Beaconsfield’s 
Government of ’78-80. Explanations suggest them- 
selves. The breakdown of health from which he 
suffered in 1880, though its effects were exaggerated 
by overwork, had an independent origin. Then he 
never again had to face a danger so immediate as 
was the case in 1878, or one involving simultaneously 
such a multiplicity of critical negotiations. When he 
took charge in the spring of that year, England and 
the whole of Europe had drifted very close to the 
rocks of war, and it required a supreme concentration 
of energy to wrench the ship round into peaceful 
channels. Further, Lord Beaconsfield’s age and special 
dependence on himself gave him, before his time, a 
substantial partnership in a Prime Minister’s respon- 
sibilities in counsel and decision. But, probably the 
most satisfying explanation is that in 1878 he was 
new to his department, a stranger to its personnel, 
and without experience as to the most economic 
method of apportioning its work. When he came 
back to it in 1885, most of the men occupying higher 
posts in the service had already served under him. 
He knew their capacities and they were familiar with 
his views and methods of approach. His private 
correspondence with his agents abroad,—to his bio- 
grapher’s loss,—became far less full than it had been 
in his first Ministry. In the same way, his familiarity 
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with the mentality of his chief subordinates in the 
office itself enabled him to select with greater confi- 
dence the questions which could be left to their control. 

His comparative isolation in supreme direction 
was a less patent but not less effective assistance in 
the economy of effort. It is true that it was only 
comparative. Large questions of policy were always 
subject to Cabinet authority, and he was scrupulous 
not to commit himself to any definite engagement 
until its sanction had been obtained. In the docu- 
ments recently published by the German Foreign 
Office this reserve is stressed to a degree which must 
be accepted with qualifications. The frequency with 
which the ambassador reports him as offering the 
objections felt by Cabinet or the necessity of con- 
sulting it, as a reason for rejecting or postponing a 
reply to every kind of proposition, is hardly borne out 
by his own correspondence. It is to be remembered 
that courtesy is of the essence of diplomacy, and that 
where an unpalatable decision has to be stated, it is 
always more civil to father it upon a corporate body 
in the background than upon your own individual 
will. 

Neither did his tenure of the double office eliminate 
communication with individual colleagues. There were 
chosen counsellors among them whose opinion he used 
to invite, and from whom suggestions were occasionally 
offered without invitation; Commons’ leaders were 
constantly referred to when parliamentary interest in 
the matter was anticipated; there were inevitable 
inter-departmental discussions with the Treasury or 
the Colonial Office. But such communications and 
discussions were sporadic, and the fact that he was 
under no habitual necessity to let action wait upon 
reference to a Prime Minister’s judgment created a 
measurable saving in time and trouble. 
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With the chiefs of his own office consultation was 
reduced to a minimum. Certain matters were dele- 
gated altogether to the principal and assistant under- 
secretaries ; a number of minor negotiations ab initio ; 
interviews with the representatives of the less exalted 
powers ; the control of the junior personnel of the 
service, both at home and abroad ; selections for pro- 
motion to all but the higher appointments; con- 
sequential, subsidiary, and routine business. He liked 
to have cognisance of what was going forward in these 
things, but that was all. When the dockets on papers 
sent up from the Foreign Office were being read through 
to him, a number would be dismissed at once, with— 
** Pauncefote? has got that in hand,” or “‘ Sanderson ? 
is entirely to be trusted about that,’ followed by a 
brief order to initial whatever the officials in question 
had recommended. But complementary to this un- 
reserved delegation was a tacit rejection of their 
assistance in those larger political questions which he 
kept in his own hands. He made no parade of reserve, 
and probably talked of these matters to his other 
under-secretaries, as he certainly did to Sir Philip 
Currie,? the most intimately trusted of those who 
worked with him. But neither in his case nor in that 
of others did the asking or receiving of advice,—the 
taking of counsel together,—appear to form a recognis- 
able element in their relations. 

It was the same with his representatives abroad. 


1 Sir Julian Pauncefote [Lord], 1828-1902. Permanent Under-Secretary 
at the Foreign Office, 1882-1889 ; Minister and Ambassador at Washington, 
1889-1899. 

2 Sir Thomas Sanderson [Lord], 1841-1926. Permanent Under-Secretary, 
1894-1906. 

8 1834-1906. He went with Lord Salisbury to Constantinople in 1876 ; 
was his private secretary, 1878-1880, and acted for him again in that capacity 
in 1885, though already an Assistant Under-Secretary. Permanent Under- 
Secretary of State, 1889-1893; Ambassador at Constantinople, 1893-1898 ; 
at Rome, 1898-1902. K.C.B., 1885; G.C.B., 1892; a peer, as Lord Currie, 
1899. 
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He would invite information from them and ask their 
opinion as to the reception which this or that proposed 
step would be likely to meet with from the Govern- 
ments to which they were accredited. Otherwise his 
letters to them are merely elaborations of his more 
formal instructions; unconventionally colloquial in 
their phrasing, commenting upon the information he 
has received from them and, now and again, mentioning 
some point on which he invites them to use their own 
discretion in approaching their Foreign Minister. But 
there is no asking for counsel. To Sir Evelyn Baring, 
with whom his relations were unique, he leaves, as a 
rule, an entirely free hand as regards all purely 
Egyptian affairs; Sir Evelyn frequently appealing 
to him for advice where he is in doubt, but at other 
times, rather quaintly, telling him the instructions 
which he wishes to have sent out to him. Their 
correspondence on these issues is more like that 
between colleagues in a Cabinet than between a chief 
and his agent. But, even with him, if the question 
involves any external Government,—such as those of 
France or Turkey,—Lord Salisbury tells him, though 
with a full explanation of reasons, the course which 
he proposes to pursue without any suggestion of 
dividing responsibility by inviting his opinion upon it. 

In conversation, his appreciative or critical refer- 
ences to his staff or his ambassadors would touch on 
the comparative quickness with which they grasped 
his purposes; the tact which they displayed in for- 
warding them; the relative value of the information 
which they collected for him; their skill in drafting 
desired formulae ; their intimacy with the tangle of 
treaties and precedents which circumscribed action. 
But never any comment that can be recalled on their 
quality as counsellors or critics. Even among his 
agents in the African partition his admission of advice 
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never approached tolerance of such assistance as he 
refers to in a letter to one of his colleagues. He was 
warning him against the employment of a certain 
brilliant and enthusiastic subordinate: ‘‘ He belongs,” 
he said, “to the Gordon-Frere type of official, who 
thinks that it is his mission to save a short-sighted 
Government in spite of itself.” 

His arrangement of his working-day was congruous 
to these relations. He never went down to his office 
till after luncheon, and his afternoons there were de- 
voted exclusively to interviews,—mainly with foreign 
representatives. All his paper-work, the composition 
and writing of the telegrams, private letters and draft 
despatches through which his policy was enacted, was 
done in the mornings and evenings in the solitude 
of his own room in Arlington Street or at Hatfield, 
with the occasional assistance of his shorthand-writer, 
Mr. Gunton. 

One by-product of these methods had its in- 
conveniences for those who came after him. Not 
infrequently he would conduct the opening and most 
crucial phase of a negotiation exclusively in personal 
interviews or private letters, and it would have 
achieved effective completion before the office had 
cognisance of it at all. If it failed to lead up to any 
formal or binding conclusion, there was no reason why 
they should ever have cognisance of it. In fact, it 
happened—certainly in one or two instances, very 
possibly in others—that important proposals were 
made to or by him of which, since they did not prove 
finally acceptable, no record remains at the British 
Foreign Office. Had this outcome of his detached 
methods been pointed out to him, he would have 
denied its importance, probably its disadvantages. 
Such still-born efforts would be binding on neither 
side, and his successors, working under changed con- 
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ditions, would be less trammelled by knowing nothing 
about them. On the other hand, in the present, it 
was vital for the continuance of good relations that 
the rejection of a friendly offer should be forgotten as 
quickly as possible, and of that, the absence of record 
was the safest insurance. Against such an immediate 
and practical advantage the vexation caused to curious 
historians or international controversialists in the 
future would have weighed very little with him. 

Whatever may have been its concomitant dis- 
advantages, this avoidance of consultation undoubtedly 
acted to the economising of his time and energy. Not 
only were undiscussed decisions more quickly come to, 
but concentration always came easier to him when 
undisturbed by extraneous suggestions. Not to all 
mentalities would such effortless self-dependence be 
possible ; that it was so to him counted substantially 
in the lightening of his labour. 

As with his party officials, so with his Foreign 
Office staff. His independence of their judgment had 
no recognisable effect in diminishing either their 
friendliness or their confidence. If he made mistakes 
they called no unkind attention to their own enforced 
freedom from responsibility. They were a little in 
awe of him, only occasionally demurring to some of 
his breaches of official precedent, tolerating his hetero- 
doxies humorously, proud of his success and jealous 
of his fame. Indeed, throughout his career as Foreign 
Minister, his reputation stood substantially higher in 
the official world than it did in the world outside. A 
member of the service who had had the unusual ex- 
perience of being private secretary to three Prime 
Ministers,—Lord Beaconsfield, Mr. Gladstone, and 
Lord Salisbury,—was being rallied, some years after 
the latter’s death, by a friend who was himself un- 
connected with any of them or with public life, on the 
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intimacy which he must have attained with weak- 
nesses in his distinguished chiefs that were hidden 
from the vulgar eye. He did not deny it as regarded 
the first two, but refused to admit it in Lord Salisbury’s 
ease, adding, “ Lord Salisbury was undoubtedly the 
greatest of the three.” } 

In connection with the economising of time, the 
amount of that commodity which was wasted by some 
of his diplomatic visitors at the Foreign Office was 
often exasperating to him. When he felt that real 
business was being forwarded he could tolerate with 
comparative resignation the elaborate phrase-making 
in which most foreign diplomats loved to envelop the 
kernel of their messages. But he found it harder to 
do so with others who, having nothing to say on their 
own score—so he used to declare—came only to fish 
for material out of which to construct their weekly 
despatches home. He found the Turk a great offender 
in this respect. It was not from lack of individual 
intelligence in the officials themselves or from any 
dearth of matter for negotiation between the two States 
—which was generally plentiful. But it was a normal 
characteristic of the Porte at that time to refuse 
confidence to its own agents. All diplomacy, to be 
effectual, had to be carried through at Constantinople, 
and Lord Salisbury was often able to give the ambas- 
sador in London the first intimation of his own 
Government’s intentions. Conversation with him 
under such conditions lacked actuality: ‘I don’t 
like to refuse to see him,’’ commented the Foreign 
Secretary compassionately, “‘as if I don’t give him 


1 According to the late Bishop of Ripon, this comparative estimate was 
re-echoed by Queen Victoria on its least expected side. He was discussing 
Lord Beaconsfield with her ;—it was during Lord Salisbury’s last Ministry. 
The Queen spoke of his ability and fine imagination, but added, ** Yes, he 
was great—but not so great as the present [Prime Minister].”” Bishop Boyd 
Carpenter’s Some Pages of my Life, p. 236. 
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something to write home, they will probably dock his 
next month’s salary.” 

One unfortunate accompaniment of interviews of 
this description was that boredom, with its compulsion 
of mental inertia, always had the effect of sending him 
to sleep. ‘‘ My mind requires distraction,” he wrote 
in November 1887, in acknowledging a friend’s letter, 
‘“‘for one subject only now occupies my thoughts. 
It is,—how shall I contrive to sit through my inter- 
views with the ambassadors without falling asleep ? ” 
The sight in a shop window of a wooden paper-knife, 
shaped like a dagger, suggested to him a drastic method 
of averting the catastrophe. He secured it, and kept 
it on his table at the Foreign Office : when a conversa- 
tion of foreseen vacuity opened, he would hold the 
point, under the concealing shadow of the table edge, 
pressed against his thigh, ready to be jammed home 
when temptation became irresistible. 

But the interviews requiring such self-inflicted 
discipline must not be taken as typical. England 
was well treated by foreign Powers as a whole in the 
representatives whom they sent to London. As a 
rule they came to stay, Paris alone being accepted 
as on an equality with London in the scale of pro- 
motion, and, Lord Salisbury’s long tenure of office 
corresponding, a serviceable intimacy resulted with 
many of these foreign colleagues. Two of the am- 
bassadors, the Russian and the Austrian, who met 
him at the Foreign Office in 1885, had already been 
serving when he last held office. M. de Staal presented 
a very different type of his countrymen’s mentality 
to the brilliant audacity of his predecessor, Count 
Schouvaloff. A cultivated gentleman, high - minded, 
seriously purposed, of German extraction and Liberal 
principles, with a fund of conversation on general 
topics, and a quietly enjoying sense of humour, he 
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was a popular figure in society. In business he was a 
genuine peace-seeker, personally straightforward and, 
as Lord Salisbury used respectfully to admit when 
engaged in one of their many diplomatic duels, ‘‘ very 
intelligent.” Count Karolyi was of a different type ; 
a Hungarian noble with the interests and. manners of 
an English country gentleman, easy to get on with, 
but so bored with the professional side of his mission 
that his visits to the Foreign Office were few and brief. 
The characteristic had its attraction in quiet times, 
but was embarrassing when business was urgent. 
‘“The Austrian ambassador has been to see me,—a 
rare occurrence,’ reported Lord Salisbury demurely 
to the Queen during a period of European stress. 

M. Waddington, the Frenchman, though a com- 
paratively recent arrival as ambassador, was also an 
old acquaintance. He had been for some years 
Foreign Minister in his own country and had represented 
it at the Berlin Congress. The influence of his British 
extraction had been fortified by an education at 
Rugby, and with a command of English which was 
faultless in idiom as well as accent, and that practical, 
common-sense appreciation of facts which Britons 
flatter themselves to be typically Anglo-Saxon, it 
was difficult to look upon him as a foreigner. 

The German ambassador, Count Hatzfeldt, was 
a stranger, only succeeding Count Miinster in the 
course of this autumn of 1885. He was as untrue to 
the conventional German type as M. Waddington 
was to the French one. A tall, thin man with a fine 
wit and polished manners, a Roman Catholic by 
religion, talking French like a native, but English not 
at all. He suffered under the English climate, and 
his appearance had that ultra-refinement which accom- 
panies a combination of good breeding with delicate 
health. He had occupied a high post in the German 
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Foreign Office, and was said to be in great favour with 
the Chancellor, though Lord Salisbury criticised him 
at the outset for his failure in the characteristic for 
which his chief was noted : 


‘“‘T like Hatzfeldt very much, but what he wants 
is bluntness. He knows very well that it is our policy 
to go with him in all matters of secondary importance, 
—indeed, in all matters where we have not an im- 
perative interest to the contrary. Why does he not 
speak out?” (To Sir E. Malet, January 13, 1886.) 


The reserve objected to diminished as intimacy 
with the British Minister’s diplomatic methods in- 
creased. As years passed, the accepted candour of 
their intercourse, combined with the Count’s quick 
discernment of hints and appreciative sense of humour, 
made him the most favoured of Lord Salisbury’s 
foreign colleagues. He remained in London till his 
health finally broke, and into a period when the subject- 
matter of their communications became less pleasant 
than it was at the outset. 

During the months that Lord Salisbury’s house- 
hold was in residence at Hatfield, the interviews at the 
Foreign Office were limited by the necessity of his 
catching a seven-o’clock train from King’s Cross. He 
prided himself on wasting no time over this operation, 
and a regular drill established itself. One Foreign 
Office messenger stood outside the door of his room 
with his greatcoat ready, while another was on the 
watch at the foot of the private staircase which led 
from it to the Parade, where a single-horsed brougham 
stood waiting. His duty was to throw open the 
brougham door as soon as the Prime Minister’s foot- 
step was heard on the stairs, and the horse was 
trained to start at full speed the instant that it clashed 
to behind him. It is a measure of the changed condi- 
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tions of traffic that the speed was maintained through- 
out the journey ;—under the Horse Guards’ Arch, along 
Whitehall, across Trafalgar Square, up Charing Cross 
Avenue, and amidst the intricacies of Bloomsbury,— 
any momentary stoppage being made up for by the 
horse being whipped into a small gallop at the next 
stretch of clear going. Seventeen minutes, carefully 
timed by his watch, was the period which Lord Salis- 
bury allowed from the moment of leaving his room in 
Downing Street to that of arriving at King’s Cross. 
If the limit had been exceeded by a minute, he would 
report it as depressedly as a player who has taken a 
stroke beyond his established form in getting round 
the golf-course. The daily challenge to London traffic 
was his outlet for the sporting instinct, universal in 
mankind. 

His regular use of the same train and his rejection 
of all companionship made his friends uneasy, and on 
one occasion a madman did, in fact, get into his com- 
partment and travel down alone with him to Hatfield. 
Lord Salisbury accepted his greeting as of some ac- 
quaintance whom he had, as usual, failed to recognise ; 
slept, according to his invariable custom, during the 
journey, and, when his fellow-traveller offered to 
follow him into his carriage at Hatfield, acquiesced 
on the assumption that the unrecognised friend must 
be also an unremembered guest. It was only in the 
close contact of the brougham that the stranger re- 
vealed himself as a raving lunatic. He was happily 
not moved to any hostility, and though no one was 
about on their arrival, Lord Salisbury was able to 
make an excuse and pass on alone to his room. His 
method of apprising the household of what had 
happened was characteristic. The startled young foot- 
man who answered his bell reported afterwards that he 
had found his lordship at work among his papers, from 
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which he had glanced up to tell him, as of.an everyday 
occurrence which called for no comment, that “‘ he had 
left a madman in the front hall.” 


The only serious charge of superfluous industry 
which could be brought against him in his paper-work 
was his restriction of dictation. It belonged largely 
to his generation. In his private correspondence he 
would always write with his own hand to anyone with 
whom he was personally acquainted,—the category 
including the large majority of his diplomatic and 
ministerial subordinates. He was rather shy of argu- 
ing in defence of this practice to younger critics, but 
the alternative seemed to him impossibly discourteous. 
There remained plenty for his shorthand secretary, 
Mr. Gunton, to do, apart from taking down answers 
to the multitude of correspondents who could claim no 
acquaintance. Drafts and memoranda and telegrams 
were dictated in the privacy of his study at home, and 
now and again a despatch which for one reason or 
another he had reserved for his own composition. 
When published, his kenspeckle style would make 
it easily recognisable among the mass written out in 
the office from noted instructions. The condensation 
common to all telegrams makes their verbal authorship 
harder to identify. But, occasionally, the contrast 
presented to the surrounding flow of smooth correcti- 
tude is not one of style alone. Sir Henry Wolff, 
abroad this summer upon a special mission connected 
with Egyptian affairs, reported home, among other 
things, a suggestion for the neutralisation of Egypt 
as a solution of present difficulties. The answering 
telegram, after dealing with the different points 
raised, concludes: ‘* As to neutralisation I will write. 
Pretty word—no real meaning.” One may assume, 
without further evidence, that that definition was not 
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drafted in the appropriate department of the Foreign 
Office. Equally so, the question which closes a tele- 
gram sent to his representative at Constantinople at a 
critical moment in the Eastern Roumelian negotiation : 
“I gather that you are at a disadvantage as being the 
only ambassador who does not pay one of the Sultan’s 
Ministers. Do you think so? If so, how much will 
it cost ?” 

There is an individual note of grave irony in 
another telegram sent to Sir Henry Wolff at Cairo. 
He was commenting on a speech which Sir Henry pro- 
posed addressing to the Khedive when presenting him 
with the copy of an agreed Convention on Egyptian 
defence and administration: ‘‘ I approve of your pro- 
posed speech to the Khedive with the exception of the 
phrase ‘to request Your Highness to be pleased to 
devote your efforts to the execution of its provisions.’ 
Instead, I would suggest: ‘To express a hope that 
Your Highness may sympathise in the elevated views 
which have dictated the Convention and will co- 
operate in carrying its provisions into effect.’ ”’ 

The Foreign Office still preserves a tradition of the 
humour which brightened official life during his reign 
there. Ciphering clerks, rejoicing in the relief from 
the monotonous coding of platitudes, must have partly 
contributed to it. The specimens of his spoken wit 
which have been reported to the writer are not very 
striking. His conversation owed its reputation in this 
respect more to the intrusion of unexpected epithets 
and turns of phrase than to epigrams quotable apart 
from their context. One illustration of the uses of 
humour in diplomacy has been handed down. The 
Chinese Minister had called to complain of delays in 
the settlement of some question between his country 
and the Government of India. Lord Salisbury replied 
gently: ‘The Minister must remember that we also 
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have a Tsungli-Yamen at Calcutta.” The side-thrust 
at his own procrastinating superiors appealed to the 
Chinaman’s sense of humour, and his complaint 
evaporated in a chuckle of laughter. 

No doubt the indiscretions of his private corre- 
spondents added their quota to the tradition. In his 
earlier tenure of the Foreign Office, in 1879, he had 
decided, at Lord Odo Russell’s suggestion, upon the 
then unprecedented experiment of attaching a com- 
mercial expert to the staff of the Berlin embassy. An 
under-secretary was discouraging, and Lord Salisbury 
wrote to reassure Lord Odo: 


‘“* Do not conclude that F.O. is against your views 
about the ‘diplomatic bagman.’ X.Y. is severely 
orthodox and rather looks upon all traders as an old 
maid looks upon all men—as being in a conspiracy to 
surprise him into some illicit favour.” 


Another letter, also dated 1879, was addressed to 
an old House of Commons comrade who had been 
pressed to ask for information upon one of those 
perennial personal grievances by which all public 
offices are haunted : 


*““ It appears that Mr. is a disease under which 
every successive Secretary of State suffers, as dogs do 
of distemper. Usually the malady declares itself 
during the first year of office. It has been no doubt 
delayed in my case by my slow convalescence from 
the more dangerous disorder of the Eastern Question. 
The papers, which are voluminous, are being slowly 
collected by the indefatigable officers of this depart- 
ment. When ready they will be sent to you in a 
cart!” (August 1879.) 


His letters to Sir Henry Holland, afterwards Lord 
Knutsford, when at the Colonial Office, are constantly 
tempting to quotation, though they cannot always 
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be fitted into the narrative of this book. ‘“‘ There is a 
great deal of gubernatorial talent on the Treasury 
Bench which at present blushes unseen’? was the 
delicately indirect form in which he appealed to him 
to assist in soothing certain House of Commons’ dis- 
contents which had followed upon a ministerial re- 
construction. He mentioned one exponent of such 
whose lobby intrigues had made him, in spite of 
great abilities, a thorn in the flesh of his comrades in 
Parliament. He is a man, Lord Salisbury suggests 
softly, ‘‘ who is likely to render much more distin- 
guished service if he is at a distance from his native 
land. . . . I will not enlarge upon this topic.—It will 
expand itself before your own mind in all its seductive 
amplitude. . . . Strain a point!” 

This colleague’s department was notorious at the 
time for its red-tape delays. The postscript added to 
another letter suggests that Lord Salisbury had had 
a recent chastening experience of them. The Colonial 
and Foreign Offices occupy adjacent blocks in Down- 
ing Street. 


‘* P.S.—Do you mind our driving a hole into your 
room? It would expedite consultation—and the 
present distance between the Foreign Office and Colo- 
nial Office, reckoned by time, is about as long as the 
distance between London and Berlin.” 


The minutes, scrawled in red ink upon the docu- 
ments sent to him, were another source of occasional 
enlivenment to his staff. A few are quoted in the text 
of this book. One, of hazier circumstance, survives 
in tradition. An adventurous trader, having got into 
—or made—trouble in a semi-civilised country and 
been personally maltreated by its ruler, appealed 
wrathfully on his return to the Foreign Office for 
redress, and vengeance on the offending potentate. 
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The appeal was returned from the Secretary of State’s 
room, briefly minuted: “ Buccaneers must expect to 
rough it.” 

Belonging rather to his other department was a 
comment in a letter to one of his colleagues upon a 
military officer of achieved distinction whose name 
had been suggested for a civil appointment: “ X has 
reached that pitch of eminence at which men become 
imbecile.” But soldiers and matters military had 
always a special faculty for exciting his powers of epi- 
gram. A last example comes from his correspondence 
with Sir Evelyn Baring. In 1892 the Turks became 
anxious for the return to them of certain small posts 
on the northern shores of the Red Sea which had been 
left temporarily in the hands of Egypt and were now 
therefore in British occupation. Sir Evelyn’s military 
advisers were doubtful. 


‘* I would not be too much impressed by what the 
soldiers tell you about the strategic importance of 
these places. If they were allowed full scope they 
would insist on the importance of garrisoning the 
ees in order to protect us from Mars.” (February 5, 
1892. 


CHAPTER VIII 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 1885 


Lorp SALisBuRyY’s administration of the Foreign 
Office in 1885 was too short-lived to give opportunity 
for any constructive or long- prepared policy. The 
quality which was most prominently apparent in it 
was the ubiquity of its initiative. Neglect or post- 
ponement of action had been notable causes of failure 
in England’s recent diplomatic history, and a wish to 
make up for lost time was tempting to, perhaps, an 
excess of activity. False starts were the penalty 
occasionally paid. It was not always immediately 
possible to pick up threads which had been dropped 
for five years. 

This interruption of experience was of small im- 
portance as regarded the larger outlines of European 
relations. The same grouping of the great Powers was 
there, fundamentally unchanged, still slowly crystal- 
lising into permanency under the pressure of the same 
competing terrors. Only in the foreign relations of 
his own country was there difference as well as con- 
tinuity to be noted, and such temporary modifications 
as appeared in those of other Powers were most of 
them traceable to this cause. 

Unfortunately the difference was all in one direc- 
tion. The old antagonisms remained, but the old 
friendships had disappeared. Turkey had been finally 
lost as a dependent ally. Those preparatory steps for 
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the redemption of Asia Minor which had so largely occu- 
pied Lord Salisbury’s energies in ’79 and ’80 had been 
irremediably effaced, and the extinction of our para- 
mouncy at Constantinople had deprived England of all 
solid basis for further interference in that direction. 
France had been alienated by the Egyptian 
adventure, while by a strange irony the quarrel 
which Liberal statesmen had fastened upon Austria 
in their anxiety to dissociate themselves from the 
anti-Russian policy of 1878 had had as its immediate, 
though indirect, result a conversion of Russia’s latent, 
into active hostility. Lord Salisbury, writing this 
summer to the Queen (July 9), reports a conversation 
which Lord Lytton! had had in the previous May 
with Count Kalnoky, an old diplomatic acquaintance 
of his who had now become Foreign Minister in Vienna. 
When Lord Lytton reproached him with having aban- 
doned the old collaboration with England, he had 
replied that he had been compelled to it by information 
that the Liberal Government was preparing to conclude 
a formal alliance with Russia. There is no evidence 
of any such intended departure from Lord Granville’s 
rigid avoidance of commitments. But the suspicion 
had sufficed to convince the habitual timidity of the 
Dual Monarchy of the necessity of at once entering 
into competition with England for Russian favour. 
That was a state of mind which adapted itself 
admirably to what had been for years the fundamental 
aim of Prince Bismarck’s policy. The Austro-German 
defensive alliance of 1879, with its sequel in the Triple 
Alliance with Italy three years later, had only been 
resorted to as a counsel of despair. With Austria 
easy of persuasion in her dread of Anglo - Russian 


f The 1st Earl of Lytton: Viceroy of India, 1876-80; Ambassador at 
Paris, 1888-91. He had spent most of his earlier life in diplomacy, and 
had held two appointments in Vienna, 1860-63 and 1869-72. 
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friendship, he reverted to earlier combinations. There 
were meetings between Emperors and their Ministers 
at Skiernivice and Kremsier; secret understandings 
were come to apportioning “‘ spheres of influence ”’ in 
the Balkans east and west of a longitudinal line ; the 
Drei-Kaiser-Bund was resuscitated as a phrase in the 
columns of press correspondents and in the private 
letters of ambassadors. 

British interests supplied the sacrificial offering on 
this altar of reconciliation. Russia was to be com- 
pensated for self-restraint in Europe by being given 
a free hand in Asia. In the course of this spring 
Germany and Austria had taken the lead in that 
recommendation to the Sultan which has already been 
referred to,! to close the Dardanelles in the event of 
the anticipated war between Russia and England. In 
1890, when the German Government of that day was 
urging its claims on Russian gratitude, it recalled this 
action as having destroyed England’s chances of 
victory through the baulking of her naval advantage, 
and having thus compelled her to a peaceful ac- 
quiescence in Russia’s advance on the Afghan frontier.? 
However this may have been, Russian militarist 
visionaries had for the time being substituted India 
for Constantinople as the inspiration of their dreams, 
and accepted Central Asia as a more fruitful field for 
aggressive energy than the Balkan peninsula. 

This was not the only European quarrel in which 
Great Britain had acted the part of involuntary 
peace-maker. M. Jules Ferry had been anxious to 
bring the long tale of Franco-German hostility to a 
close, and, taking advantage of Prince Bismarck’s 
irritation over Colonial matters, had proposed that a 


1 See ante, Chapter V. p. 186. Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. i. p. 197 (Gr. Pol. 
der Eur.-Kab. vol. iv. p. 113). ‘ 
2 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. ii. p. 4 (Gr. Pol. der Eur.-Kab. vol. vii. p. 24). 
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truce should be called at England’s expense.’ The 
German Chancellor had agreed and had offered as his 
contribution a diplomatic support against her in 
Egypt which had added materially to her financial and 
administrative difficulties there. 

His hostility had not been inspired solely by the 
bargaining opportunities offered by England’s pas- 
sivity. The domineering fretfulness which had become 
characteristic of his old age had been exasperated to 
madness by the divided direction which obtained in 
the Gladstonian Cabinet. Germany had started on 
her career of Colonial expansion, and her traders,— 
and sometimes her Government,—had of necessity 
been brought into contact with the British Empire 
in different quarters of the globe,—in Fiji, New 
Guinea, the Congo, South West Africa. The questions 
hitherto raised had not been important nor would 
have been difficult of adjustment but for the friction 
which Downing Street, speaking with two voices from 
the Foreign and Colonial Offices, had introduced into 
them. In Angra Pequena especially, a needlessly 
militant opposition from the latter department had, 
after endless correspondence, been apologetically with- 
drawn by the former, but too late to appease the 
Chancellor’s anger. He had spoken his scornful 
irritation publicly in the Reichstag, and provocative 
recriminations were fast becoming the normal note in 
Anglo-German communications. 

Lord Salisbury thus found himself the inheritor of 
a tabula rasa in continental friendships. The alienation 
of France and Russia might be looked upon as in- 
evitable ; without surrendering rights in Egypt and 
India, which could not be abandoned, it was for the 
time irremediable. But with the Central Powers the 


* Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. i. pp. 132-143 (Gr. Pol. der Eur.-Kab. vol. iii. pp. 
414-449). 
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position could not be hopeless. In Prince Bismarck’s 
eyes the French had already failed to do their part 
in the agreed interchange of “ friendly offices’ and 
the short-lived understanding between them need form 
no obstacle to a reconciliation. Near-East politics 
offered a more difficult problem. Prince Bismarck was 
still nervously anxious for the maintenance of the 
Drei-Kaiser-Bund, and it was a cause in which he could 
not afford to waste chances. Pan-Slavism had not 
intermitted its propaganda; anxious Austrians were 
still convinced that Russia’s aim was to become 
dominant in the Balkans and that the achievement 
of that aim would be the death-blow of Austria- 
Hungary as an Empire. In conversation that autumn 
Prince Bismarck complained that the dam which he 
had built up between his neighbours burst on the 
average once a year, “‘ and then I have, like a brick- 
layer, to patch it up.” But so long as friendship with 
England did not include hostility to Russia there 
was no solid reason against its renewal. Its breach, 
in Lord Salisbury’s belief, where it was not, as in the 
Colonial questions, the result of sheer mismanagement, 
was mainly due to England’s voluntary withdrawal 
from the diplomatic market-place. A discriminating 
activity in exhibiting the value of her goodwill was 
the remedy to which he at once applied himself. 

He prepared the way by a private letter to Prince 
Bismarck (July 2). He recalled the friendliness of 
their earlier relations and expressed hopes of its re- 
newal. He asked directly for the Chancellor’s help 
in the removal of obstacles which Germany had raised 
to the immediate levying of an urgently required 
Egyptian loan and, while stating his own anxiety to 
avoid a breach with Russia, offered reasons against 
its probability which were selected as likely to be 
convincing to his correspondent : 
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“To speak candidly, our railroad towards Kanda- 
har will not be finished for two years and I believe 
Russia is in precisely the same condition. We have 
both, therefore, the strongest interest to keep the 
peace for that time, if no longer—but I hope it may 
be much longer.”’ 


There is one passage in this letter, referring to the 
uncertainty of his own tenure of office and the doubts 
as to the worth of his present offer of national friend- 
ship which he knew that it might suggest, that is of 
interest in another connection. He has, he says, im- 
parted to the bearer of this letter his own opinions as 
to the future of English politics ; he hopes that they 
may aid the Prince in forming a judgment, and con- 
cludes with the oracular declaration, ‘‘ I think that you 
may reasonably count on a continuity of policy in this 
matter.” The same prediction was repeated more 
elaborately in a conversation with the Austrian am- 
bassador which he reported to Sir Augustus Paget, the 
British representative at Vienna : 


**T have pressed upon Karolyi the consideration, 
which I believe to be sound, that the possible return 
of the Liberals to power next December must not be 
taken as a probable return of the recent Liberal policy. 
I explained which were the parts of the recent Liberal 
Government which were likely in such an event to 
return and which were not likely, and I said I thought 
the Liberal policy would be more near Lord Palmer- 
ston’s than Mr. Gladstone’s.”” (July 6, 1885.) 


Lord Salisbury gives no grounds for these assertions 
and there is no suggestion here or elsewhere of his 
having had any communication on the subject with the 
Liberal leaders. He was not given to bluff, but if no 
such grounds existed, these assured predictions as 
to decisions over which he could have no control, 
deliberately offered as credentials of confidence to 
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foreign Governments, were bluff of an audacious kind. 
They were in fact fulfilled in the event. Six months 
later, on the formation of the Gladstonian Govern- 
ment in February 1886, Lord Rosebery was, at the 
Queen’s demand, substituted for Lord Granville as 
Foreign Secretary, and readily gave the undertaking 
which she required of him to continue the policy of his 
immediate predecessor. In view of this conclusion there 
can be little doubt that the assurances quoted must 
have been based on an understanding already come to 
with Her Majesty—probably in the course of those 
preliminary talks at Balmoral. Lord Salisbury never 
spoke of such an understanding but, where her con- 
stitutional position was involved, his discretion was 
absolute. She would have dwelt upon her anxiety 
lest the result of the approaching elections should 
renew the evils from which the country had just been 
rescued, and he would have advised her to avert them 
by asserting her prerogative to a voice in the distribu- 
tion of offices—a prerogative which she had never 
allowed to fall wholly into abeyance. Once she had 
consented to his counsel, he knew her well enough to 
be able to count upon her constancy in acting upon it, 
and therefore, on this assumption, both the confidence 
of his assurances and his reticence as to their basis are 
explained. 

It may be noted in this connection that, apart from 
this particular instance, Lord Salisbury always in- 
sisted both on the constitutional right of the Crown to 
have a voice in individual appointments and on the 
strength of the position which it occupied in that 
respect. No appointment could legally be made 
without the Sovereign’s consent, and no Minister would 
be willing to precipitate a constitutional crisis or 
risk the fate of his Government and party by dissolving 
Parliament on a subordinate personal issue. He him- 
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self was scrupulous in respecting this prerogative, in 
the spirit as well as in the letter. The names which 
he submitted to the Queen were always accompanied 
by full reasons for their selection and though, as a 
rule, she accepted his choice without demur or was 
easily convinced of its merits, there were exceptions 
to that rule when he would accept defeat without 
protest. 

Prince Bismarck replied courteously to his letter ? 
and promised “‘ to do his best to promote any arrange- 
ment that might be satisfactory ’’ to Lord Salisbury 
in the matter of the Egyptian loan. He kept his 
word and thus enabled the rescue of Egypt from 
imminent bankruptcy. Lord Salisbury did not over- 
value his success. 


“IT think the German and Austrian Governments 
are disposed to help us,” he wrote to our ambassador 
at St. Petersburg, “‘ or at least to abstain from thwart- 
ing us, and the French have not shewn any traceable 
signs of hostility as yet, but it would be very rash to 
assume any friendship in any of them. I think, for 
some time to come, England will remain comparatively 
isolated and her word will weigh less in Europe than 
it did twenty years ago.” (To Sir E. Thornton, July 
21, 1885.) 


A few weeks later he made another personal 
approach to the German Chancellor of a more elaborate 
kind. By previous arrangement with his chief, Sir 
Philip Currie took advantage of a meeting with 
Count Herbert Bismarck, at Marienbad, to obtain an 
invitation to the Prince’s country house at Friedrichs- 
ruhe. He went there as the avowed though unofficial 
emissary of the Foreign Secretary, and on his return 
communicated, in a private memorandum, the purport 
of his conversations with the Chancellor. This docu- 


* Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. i. p. 208 (Gr. Pol. der Eur.-Kab. vol. iv. p. 188). 
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ment is not suitable for inclusion in the text of this 
biography, since it is concerned with Prince Bismarck’s 
rather than Lord Salisbury’s views. It has an his- 
torical interest of its own, and its substance has, there- 
fore, been inserted as an appendix to this chapter. 
Meanwhile, Lord Salisbury found opportunity for 
more concrete bids for Germany’s goodwill. He 
offered to mediate in her interest in a hornet’s nest 
which she had unwittingly stirred up by proclaiming 
a protectorate over the Caroline Islands, to whose 
sovereignty Spain asserted rights dating from the 
seventeenth century, and the mediation was successful. 

A similar service was rendered in East Africa. 
Until recently this part of the world had supplied 
little material of interest to the Foreign Offices of 
Europe. They had not indeed been anxious to in- 
clude it among their responsibilities. The island 
of Zanzibar, which, as the ancient centre of Arab 
rule upon the coast, claimed a doubtful sovereignty 
over the mainland opposite, had had long estab- 
lished trade relations with India, and, to a degree, 
with Madagascar, and its Sultan—conscious of de- 
caying power—had in turn entreated both England 
and France to give him the support of a European 
protectorate. They had refused, and in 1862 had 
entered into a mutual engagement to respect his inde- 
pendence. 

But there were forces at work too strong for the 
self-effacement of Governments. England was early 
compelled by the unique part which she played in the 
war against the Slave Trade to the exercise of unlegal- 
ised authority in the island. That iniquity, driven 
from the Atlantic, and finding the route across the Red 
Sea becoming increasingly unsafe for the export of its 
human merchandise, had for some years found its 
main outlet through the Indian Ocean, with Zanzibar 
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as its central mart. In 1873, Great Britain, relying 
for moral sanction on the public opinion of Europe, 
and for actual sanction upon the guns of her cruisers,— 
which in their perennial warfare against the Trade 
were rarely absent from those waters,—had compelled 
the Sultan to a treaty under which all sea-borne traffic 
in slaves was forbidden in his ports. His Arab sub- 
jects found their main occupation and source of revenue 
threatened, and the task of saving the treaty from be- 
coming a dead letter under their pressure devolved 
upon the British Consul, Sir John Kirk. He was a 
whilom companion of Livingstone’s, an enthusiast in 
the cause, and in his ceaseless pursuit of the object 
which had been his life’s inspiration, he inevitably 
achieved a dominating control over the Sultan’s 
Government. 

The strip of territory over which that Government 
could alone claim actual dominion on the mainland 
of Africa, though it extended along some 6000 miles 
of coast, did not average more than ten miles in 
width. Behind it lay the still unmapped continent 
with its unlimited supply of raw material for the Slave 
Trade, and its unexplored but hopeful possibilities 
for more creditable forms of commerce. In 1885, one 
English and two German companies had established 
themselves on the coast, and were negotiating with 
the Sultan for concessions of ports and trading 
facilities. Controversies had arisen as to the extent 
and nature of his rights, which, with the Germans, had 
become embittered. An acute quarrel had recently 
broken out between them and the Sultan in connection 
with Witu, the scene of the smaller and earlier of the 
two German enterprises. It lay on the southern 
borders of Somaliland, separated from the larger 
settlement of the German East African Company by 
the intervening British sphere of operations. Its local 
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chieftain was in revolt against Zanzibar and had 
invited Germany to assume its sovereignty—an in- 
vitation which, in spite of the Sultan’s indignant 
remonstrances, the latter accepted. When Lord Salis- 
bury took office a deadlock had been reached; the 
enraged Sultan had landed troops on the mainland in 
defence of his uncertain kingship, and German warships 
had appeared in Zanzibar waters with instructions to 
vindicate the outraged dignity of the German Reich. 

He intervened without delay, and within a week 
of taking over the reins at the Foreign Office, tele- 
graphed to Sir John Kirk to use all his influence to 
pacify the Sultan and induce a more complaisant 
attitude. It was all that even Sir John could do to 
appease the anger which German diplomatic methods 
had aroused in the inflammable Arab, but after some 
weeks he effected a settlement. The Sultan agreed to 
confer with an International Commission composed of 
British, French, and German representatives as to 
the actual and operative limits of his suzerainty, and 
the Germans agreed to defer their claims to the decision 
of this Commission. 

The following letter to Sir Edward Malet,! written 
in the course of these negotiations, indicates the char- 
acteristically British state of mind in which Lord 
Salisbury approached this opening phase in the evolu- 
tion of a new Imperial dominion. The contemplation 
of such a development was dismissed as ‘“‘ swagger,” — 
the only object recognised being the eminently practical 
one of securing a fair field for the commercial enter- 
prise of his fellow-countrymen. 


To Sir Edward Malet, August 24, 1885. 


‘“‘ By this messenger you will get the last utterance 
of Berlin on Zanzibar, and also the instructions 


1 British Ambassador at Berlin. 
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which they propose to give to their German Commis- 
sioner. Both documents betray an itching to con- 
fiscate the coast as-well as the interior. This is, I 
think, an unwise display of swagger. The coast 
cannot be of the slightest use to Germans or to any 
other Europeans. All they want is a safe passage 
through it, without paying immoderate duties. A 
far better plan than annexing the coast would be to 
allow the Sultan to levy a small ad valorem duty, 
five per cent., at all places where he has ever exercised 
any kind of authority—binding him not to raise it, 
and to make it equal for all the world. This matter of 
equality is the only point in which the whole negotia- 
tion really touches Englishmen. The only issue to the 
discussion which would be intolerable to us would be 
the possession of one or two free ports by the Germans, 
and the rest of the coast in the hands of Zanzibar, and 
a heavy tariff. This would, of course, make the 
Germans the monopolists of the Big Lakes market.” 


The co-ordination of these various diplomatic 
activities is summarised in a letter to Lord Iddesleigh : 


““I have been using the credit I have got with 
Bismarck in Caroline Islands and Zanzibar to get help 
in Russia and Turkey and Egypt. He is rather a Jew, 
but on the whole I have as yet got my money’s 
worth.” (August 24, 1885.) 


The date suggests that Lord Salisbury believed 
the German Chancellor to have assisted in the success- 
ful issue of the Afghan negotiations. They had begun 
badly. M. Giers, the Russian Foreign Minister, having 
declared that the line of demarcation to which he had 
agreed after the conclusion of the Penjdeh incident 
required, upon reflection, longer consideration. Further 
advances of Russian troops on the Afghan frontier 
were reported from India; her intention to fight was 
credited both in Berlin and Vienna, and the British 
Cabinet discussed preparations for war. 
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But Lord Salisbury was never seriously disturbed. 
He wrote to Lord Randolph Churchill in July that 
he believed the fresh difficulties to have arisen only 
from “ Giers’ desire to make good his reputation 
against the military party and avoid the reproach of 
yielding too easily to England.”’ The event justified 
this opinion, and after repeated delays, which tried 
his temper severely by keeping him needlessly in 
London after Parliament had been prorogued, the 
Russians on this 24th August offered a line which 
conceded the main points at issue, and a protocol 
registering the agreement was finally signed on 
September 7. 


To Sir Robert Morier,: September 15, 1885. 


“It is very difficult to come to any satisfactory 
conclusion as to the real objects of Russian policy. 
I am more inclined to believe that there are none: 
that the Emperor is really his own Minister, and so 
bad a Minister that no consequent or coherent policy 
is pursued; but that each influential person, military 
or civil, snatches from him as opportunity offers the 
decisions which such person at the moment wants, 
and that the mutual effect of these decisions on each 
other is determined almost exclusively by chance. 

‘*T think the solemn warning you addressed to 
Giers was well justified. If Russia satisfies us that 
there is not room in Asia for herself and us also, our 
policy to her must be of a very internecine, and 
probably also, of an effective character. . . .” 


He was more occupied with the other problem 
which he had inherited from his predecessors—that 
of Egypt. The ground there was still cumbered with 
the wreck of recent disaster. The withdrawal of the 
Khartoum relief force before the still- advancing 


1 Newly appointed British Ambassador at St. Petersburg, 
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dervish invasion had scarcely been accomplished when 
he took office. The southern frontier of Egypt proper 
was being threatened, and her administration was sunk 
in anarchy and insolvency. There was a hamper of 
cosmopolitan creditors’ rights constantly available for 
the levying of diplomatic blackmail; but, happily, 
these were the only engagements by which British 
initiative was trammelled. Whatever some members 
of the late Government may have intended, no pledges 
had been given. Lord Salisbury found himself with 
a free hand for the future, and the line of policy which 
he laid down in the course of these six months did, in 
fact, determine the course of Egyptian history for 
more than a generation. 

The more ardent spirits of his party would have 
welcomed annexation: Prince Bismarck, from what- 
ever complication of motive, continued to advise it: 
the rest of Europe, with varying degrees of umbra- 
geous suspicion, were convinced of its probability. But 
Lord Salisbury had always been opposed to the addi- 
tion of so incalculable a burden to the permanent 
responsibilities of the Empire. England must, how- 
ever, complete the task upon which she had entered, 
and he had already, while in Opposition, defined what 
he held that task to involve. We must not leave 
Egypt until we had restored to her a solvent and 
matured administration and a settled frontier; and, 
in leaving her, we must ensure as against other Powers, 
those Imperial interests of our own which were in- 
volved in her geographical position. For the achieve- 
ment of these purposes freedom from interference 
while control lasted, and freedom in determining the 
date and terms of its withdrawal, were necessary con- 
ditions. The assertion of this claim and the provision 
of conditions under which it could be maintained were 
thus the immediate requirements of his policy. 
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From every point of view economic restoration 
stood in the forefront. Apart from its administra- 
tive necessity, it offered the only hope of escape 
from international servitude. Sir Evelyn Baring was 
already installed in Cairo as Agent-General, and as 
regards the marvellous transformation which was 
effected under his direction during the twenty years 
that followed, Lord Salisbury can claim no other 
credit than the opportunity which he secured for him. 
Administrative genius is powerless unless politicians 
will give it a fair field to work in. Therefore, though 
soldiers were still pressing for another ‘“‘ defensive ”’ 
expedition against the dervishes, the incoming Minister 
at once opposed a non possumus to the demand. The 
restoration of peace in the Soudan must wait. The 
Mahdi had died that summer, but the Khalifa had 
succeeded him, as strong in the energetic cruelty of 
his despotism as the Mahdi had been in his appeal to 
fanaticism. Later on, the rescue of the country from 
the misery to which our failures of the last two years 
had consigned it became a fixed point in Lord Salis- 
bury’s purpose, and even now, in his first letter to the 
Cairo Agency after taking office, he visualised plans 
for its achievement, though warning his correspondent 
that the time for their fulfilment was not yet. During 
Sir Evelyn Baring’s absence on leave, Mr. Egerton? 
was in charge. 


To Mr. Egerton, August 14, 1885. 


““T think the railway ought at once to be carried 
forward to Fatmeh (is that the name ?) by which the 
first zone of cataracts will be turned. It will then be 
a matter of perfect ease to re-occupy Dongola, with- 
out any large expenditure, whenever the Egyptian 


1 Later Sir Edwin Egerton, Secretary of Legation in Paris, 1886-1892 ; 
Minister at Athens, 1892-1903. 
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Government shall feel itself in a condition to do so. 
Later on another railway will be wanted to turn the 
reach of cataracts which intervene between Dongola 
and Berber, and I suppose that, if Egypt becomes 
master of Berber, it also becomes master of Khar- 
toum, and the railway from Berber to the coast can 
hardly fail to follow in due time. But these anticipa- 
tions are for the future, to be kept in mind as an object 
towards which we should work, but they are wholly 
out of the reach of our present penury. I have men- 
tioned them rather to illustrate what I mean when I 
express a hope that there may be no more ‘ expedi- 
tions.’ Egypt should expand southwards, but it 
should take its railway with it.” 


It was not only from the burden of military ad- 
venture that the work of reconstruction had to be 
safeguarded. Continental Powers had shown a sinister 
disposition to extend their rights of interference from 
finance to. politics. When neighbours are meditating 
an unacceptable proposition, the way of peace lies in 
making clear your repudiation of it before they have 
had time to formulate it. A complaint of the Sultan’s, 
as to the way in which his treaty rights over Egypt 
had been ignored during the late troubles, offered the 
desired opportunity. Lord Salisbury expressed his 
sympathy, and despatched Sir Henry Drummond 
Wolff? on a special mission to Constantinople to invite 
the co-operation of the Suzerain of Egypt in garrison- 
ing her frontier against dervish attack. This act of 
recognition served to deprecate the suspicion that 
England herself intended to assume sovereignty, and 
at the same time enabled Lord Salisbury, in inviting 

1 1830-1908. A diplomat in his youth, he had been employed on more 
than one special mission in the Near East. In Parliament, 1874-1885, he was 
a member of Lord Randolph’s Fourth Party. After this mission and one of 
greater importance in 1887 (see Vol. IV. Chapter II.), he re-entered the 


diplomatic service, and was Minister in Teheran and Bucharest and ambassador 
in Madrid successively, retiring in 1900. 
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diplomatic support for the mission, to refer unprovo- 
catively to the conditions which he intended should 
govern the British occupation. 


Telegram to Sir Henry Drummond W olff, 
August 18, 1885. 


“The end to which I would work is evacuation, 
but with certain privileges reserved for England. I 
should like a Treaty right to occupy Alexandria when 
we pleased,—and a predominance in the control of 
the railways,—and perhaps one or two other things. 
These terms may seem hard to obtain, but I would 
not cut myself off from them until the state of Europe 
had cleared up. If we come back strong from the 
elections and if we can persuade Germany to go with 
us, the result I speak of is possible. For these reasons 
I do not at present see my way to bind ourselves to a 
fixed date of evacuation. I am quite content the 
Turks should be there as long as we are; but no fixed 
date. Nor would I pledge myself to obtain the formal 
consent of the Powers to anything we do. . . . I quite 
agree with you in objecting either to annexation or 
international control.” 


To Sir A. Paget, August 18, 1885. 


‘We are very anxious to get Turkish soldiers— 
they need not be in any very great numbers—sent to 
Egypt, both for the obvious convenience of using 
soldiers who will stand the heat better than ours, and 
who are of the same religion as the natives,—but also 
and still more for a political reason. We cannot fix a 
date for leaving Egypt. If we did so, or if we talked 
of leaving it soon, we should make ourselves power- 
less for all purposes of internal government and reform 
there. At the same time we wish to give a sort of 
token that we harbour no intentions at variance with 
the Treaty of Paris. It seems to us that small bodies 
of Turkish troops, sent there to stay as long as the 
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English, and go when they go, will regularise our 
position. It will not really interfere with our power, 
but it will put us in a position where we can better 
hold our own. . . . Whether we shall be able to get 
over Turkish apathy and French jealousy remains to 
be seen, but we want what assistance the good offices 
of Austria can give us.” 


The response was not unfavourable so far as the 
Christian Powers were concerned, though he did not 
found exaggerated hopes upon it. 


‘** As far as words go,” he wrote to Sir Henry on 
September 1, ‘“‘ both Austria and Germany seem to 
be thoroughly with us, and France is not nearly so 
far from us as we thought. . . . There does not seem 
to be anything in the state of the controversy which 
cannot be solved if they are all speaking the truth. 
But that is unlikely.” 


The mission failed of its immediate object. After 
the usual series of consents, postponements, and with- 
drawals, which characterised all diplomacy with the 
Porte, the Turkish co-operation was finally reduced to 
the despatch of a Turkish Commissioner to Cairo, 
nominally to consult upon frontier organisation, actu- 
ally to remain there for some years as the impotent 
representative of a non-existent suzerain authority. 
But the indirect purpose which Lord Salisbury had in 
view was attained. His claim to a free hand passed 
without protest. The continental Powers, in re- 
sponding approval, as they could hardly avoid doing, 
of the recognition of Turkey’s treaty rights, were 
stopped from making those claims to interference on 
their own account which had been justified by the 
irregular status of the British occupation. Lord 
Salisbury, in writing to console Sir Henry on his 
failure, congratulated him upon having been instru- 
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mental in “‘ changing the Egyptian question from an 
international one into an Anglo-Turkish one ” (Novem- 
ber 6). It was as such that it became the subject of a 
he purposeful diplomatic enterprise eighteen months 
ater. 


The only sensational crisis in foreign affairs which 
took place during this Ministry had its appropriate 
origin in the Balkan Peninsula. The revolt of Eastern 
Roumelia in 1885 and its union with the principality 
of Bulgaria north of the Balkans, was an episode 
impregnated with paradox. Lord Salisbury achieved 
a diplomatic success against Russia in defence of an 
arrangement of which seven years before he had been 
the leading opponent and Russia the most ardent 
champion. This double inconsistency originated in a 
miscalculation of which all the Governments repre- 
sented at the Berlin Congress appear to have been 
the victims. When, on that occasion, the rest of — 
Europe, led by England and Austria, defeated Russia’s 
demand for a “big’’ Bulgaria, both sides in the 
quarrel assumed that a people liberated by her 
armies would remain devoted to her interests. The 
assumption proved singularly incorrect. Whatever 
gratitude may have existed originally had been 
rapidly dissipated by the intrusive activities of the 
benefactors. The Russian officers deputed to drill 
and command the Bulgarian army, and the Russian 
administrators and propagandists, scattered through- 
out the two provinces, had succeeded in making 
themselves heartily disliked in both. This hostility 
might have remained passive and inarticulate if it 
had not found a champion in the young ruler who 
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had been carefully selected with the opposite intention. 
Prince Alexander of Battenberg had been the nominee 
of Russia. He was the offspring of a morganatic 
marriage between the German brother of the late 
Russian Empress and a Polish lady. He was the 
Czar’s first cousin, and held a commission in his army. 
His characteristics were more typical of his mother’s 
than his father’s nationality. His enemies accused 
him of being independable, restless, and ambitious ; 
everyone was agreed as to his great military talents, 
his personal gallantry, his good looks, and the compel- 
ling charm which he exercised upon his company. He 
remains one of the most romantic if ineffectual figures 
in modern Balkan history. Unfortunately for himself, 
his conception of the position to which he had been 
promoted differed materially from that of his patron. 
The Czar expected a grateful subserviency ; the Prince 
aspired to make history independently. He com- 
plained to his confidants of the Russian intrigues by 
which he was surrounded and of the constant inter- 
ference to which he was subjected, and, though out- 
wardly respectful to his august cousin, exerted all his 
powers of private diplomacy in securing support 
against him both in the Courts of Europe and among 
his own subjects. To the Czar Alexander III.,—an 
autocrat who made a religion of his rights,—an honest, 
obstinate, and rather stupid man,—this conduct ap- 
peared as insolence aggravated by falsity, and his 
resentment had been for the last two or three years 
bitter and unconcealed. In the confidential diplomacy 
of central Europe a change on the throne of Bulgaria 
had been for some time discussed as an event resolved 
upon by Russia, and, on that account, to be resisted 
by Austria.? 

Meanwhile Bulgarian patriots were in a dilemma. 

1 Gr. Pol. der Eur.-Kab. vol. iii. pp. 342-52. 
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The liberation of Eastern Roumelia from Turkish rule 
and its union with the already autonomous principality 
on the north of the mountains was their most 
cherished aspiration. But Russia had also proclaimed 
it as the main object of her policy, and to owe this 
further boon to the favour of their dictatorial patron 
would be intolerable. In this autumn of 1885, with 
what degree of previous consultation with the Prince 
has never appeared, they found a solution of the prob- 
lem in which the peculiar gift for secret organisation 
which seems inherent in all the Balkan races was fully 
displayed. 

On September 18, a revolutionary Committee, 
whose very existence had been unsuspected by any 
of the watchful representatives of Europe on the spot, 
emerged suddenly in Philippopolis, the chief town of 
Eastern Roumelia ; arrested and deported the Turkish 
Governor with all his staff; and invited Prince 
Alexander to place himself at the head of their revolt. 
He was propitiously on the frontier, at Varna, and 
having. received the invitation on the telephone, 
started forthwith for Philippopolis. There, on Sunday 
the 20th, he formally proclaimed the union of the two 
provinces under himself as ruler. The Sultan’s 
Government, smitten with the paralytic panic which 
was habitual to it in emergencies, appealed to the 
Powers for advice and did nothing. 

Lord Salisbury was on his holiday at Puys. On 
the evening of the 19th he telegraphed direct from 
there to the Austrian, German, and Italian Govern- 
ments, inviting them to join him in an immediate pro- 
test against this defiant tearing up of the Berlin 
Treaty. These Powers, seven years before, had all 
joined in forbidding the extension of Bulgaria south 
of the Balkans, and the invitation was probably in- 
tended to serve as a test of their present attitude. 


240 LORD SALISBURY 


Italy deferred her reply, but Germany and Austria 
intimated at once that, apart from its capacity for 
contagion, the event. was indifferent to them. Lord 
Salisbury deduced an outcome of the still secret agree- 
ment between the three Emperors which had been 
come to that summer at Kremsier. He at once fore- 
warned the Queen that the Prince, as the Czar’s enemy, 
would probably be made accountable for the inter- 
national offence. His own first impulse to pick up the 
question at the point at which he had left it when he 
quitted office was complicated from the outset by this 
novel personal element. Its importance was urged 
upon him from more than one quarter. Prince 
Alexander had made friends as well as enemies. The 
Crown Princess Frederick was one of them. To the 
intense indignation of her eldest son and of the great 
Chancellor, she had been encouraging his matrimonial 
addresses to one of her daughters, and her influence, 
combined with that of his own attractive qualities, 
had also enlisted her mother, Queen Victoria, among 
his champions. ‘The Queen’s sympathies were fortified 
to her sense of duty by her intimate appreciation of the 
tension of personal antagonism between him and his 
cousin,—a subject which lent itself to detailed com- 
ment in her family correspondence. The Prince’s rule 
in Bulgaria, therefore, guaranteed a solid obstacle to 
Russia’s advance, and on that ground, as well as on his 
own merits, he deserved support. By telegram and 
letter she at once urged upon her Minister that he 
should receive it unstintingly in his present adventure. 
Lord Salisbury was a little shocked at such an unex- 
pected readiness to repudiate Lord Beaconsfield’s 
settlement. His reply exemplifies the point of view 
from which he started, to arrive at a very different 
conclusion as he became more fully seized of new 
conditions during the next few weeks. 
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Telegram to the Queen, September 24, 1885. 


“In considering the attitude of England as to the 
breach of Treaty of Berlin, it must be remembered 
that the maintenance of the Balkan frontier was the 
provision on which Lord Beaconsfield insisted at 
Berlin at the risk of war. If England now takes 
the lead in tearing up the arrangement which she 
forced on Europe seven years ago, her position will 
not be honourable and her influence will be much 
diminished. Wish for the Bulgarians for union was 
as well known then as it is now, and the danger of the 
big Bulgaria is not at all events diminished. Situa- 
tion is embarrassing because of the extreme weakness 
of Turkey. Probability is that monarchies will not 
restore separation, but if they do, Great Britain cannot 
honourably oppose them. She would be stultifying 
herself. If the union is upheld, best practical issue 
will be that it should be a personal union in the Prince, 
institutions on each side remaining without change.” 


In a letter written on the same day to Sir William 
White,? who was in temporary charge of the embassy 
at Constantinople, he reached the same conclusion 
from the opposite direction. Regretting the advent of 
a ‘‘ big Bulgaria ”’ for its probable reaction in hastening 
the final disintegration of Turkey, but expressing: his 
belief that it had now become inevitable, he suggested 
that its restriction to the limited form of a personal 
union would be the most favourable compromise. He 
was preaching to the converted. This letter was 
crossed by a telegram from Sir William, warning his 
chief that the Prince’s elimination would mean the 
complete Russification of Bulgaria. He spoke with 
authority. His diplomatic career had been passed 
almost exclusively in south-eastern Europe and he had 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 2nd series, vol. iii. p. 692. 
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an unsurpassed knowledge of its internal politics. He 
had always advocated the encouragement of the young 
nationalities as heirs of the moribund Turk for their 
capacity to become barriers against the aggressive 
ambitions of their big neighbours. The moment 
seemed to have arrived when that policy might become 
practicable. 

Lord Salisbury, not committing himself further, 
remained on at Puys till the end of the week. His 
experimental appeal had sufficiently shown the exist- 
ence of new horizons and the need of cautious steering, 
and he enjoined upon his ambassador to keep in the 
background and refrain from all initiation of advice. 
The Sultan had willingly agreed to leave the Powers, 
signatories of the Berlin Treaty, to deal with the 
question, and the necessary European Conference was 
only awaiting its summons by the more immediately 
interested Powers. 

It was not in Lord Salisbury, however, to remain 
entirely passive, and as soon as he returned to London 
on the 28th he proceeded to seek support from other 
Governments for the compromise of which he had 
spoken to the Queen and his ambassador. If Prince 
Alexander were appointed Governor-General of Eastern 
Roumelia for life, popular feeling, he suggested, might 
be satisfied at a minimum of disturbance to the exist- 
ing order. The proposal was favourably received. In 
the first days of October, Germany and Austria signi- 
fied their approval of it and so did France. As has 
since appeared, the Russian Foreign Minister discussed 
it with Prince Bismarck and did not reject it.1 For 
a brief interval Lord Salisbury’s letters express a hope 
that, for once, an ebullition in the Balkans might sub- 
side without merging into a European crisis. 

But it was not forlong. Bulgaria was not the only 

1 Gr. Pol. der Eur.-Kab. vol. v. p. 10. 
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State in the Balkans, and in no other quarter of the 
globe does the “‘ balance of power’? command more 
whole-hearted adhesion as the embodiment of inter- 
national justice. The Kings of Servia and Greece were 
in Vienna when the Philippopolis news reached them. 
They started at once for their respective capitals, 
breathing a resolved purpose of emulation which was 
passionately endorsed by their excited subjects. King 
George, before leaving Vienna, informed the British 
ambassador that he expected to be invited to the 
‘liberation of Crete and elsewhere, and I shall cer- 
tainly go. What’s good for the Prince of Bulgaria is 
good for me!” The King of Servia did not wait for 
invitations. There was a Naboth’s vineyard round 
Widdin, and an extension of territory in the direction 
of Nisch for which his people were already clamouring, 
with threats of deposition if their aspirations were not 
gratified... He promised co-operation with admirable 
constitutional propriety, mobilised his army, and in- 
formed the Governments of Europe that unless Bul- 
garia were restricted to her original limits, he should 
at once march his troops across her frontier. 

Austria was panic-stricken. She was urged in- 
dependently from London, Paris, and Berlin, to coerce 
Servia into passivity. But Count Kalnoky frankly 
admitted that he dared not risk the loss of her friend- 
ship—she was at that time Austria’s one client in the 
Peninsula. The Czar’s inveterate anger against the 
ungrateful Bulgarians offered a way out. At the 
time of the outbreak of trouble he had been taking 
holiday with his wife’s relations in Copenhagen. As 
soon as his views became effective on Russian de- 
cisions an immediate and drastic suppression of the 
Roumelian insurrection and of its instigator was 
demanded. Prince Bismarck tried for Lord Salis- 
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bury’s compromise—for a suspension of the personal 
vendetta against Prince Alexander: ‘ The situation 
is quite complicated: enough as it is.” + But Servia’s 
threatenings had been too much for Austrian nerves ; 
—the unique opportunity of satisfying her and at the 
same time pleasing Russia, was too good to be lost,— 
and the German Chancellor, true to his governing 
principle of keeping his neighbours together, accepted 
their decision. 

So, on October 15, Count Kalnoky issued a circular 
to the Powers, announcing the basis on which the three 
Emperors had decided that the Conference should 
meet. Prince Alexander was to be summoned to 
withdraw at once beyond the Balkans: if he refused, 
the Christian Powers would no longer shield Roumelia 
from Turkish military repression. If he complied, 
they would consult with the Porte as to how far the 
institutions of the two provinces might be “ assimi- 
lated ’’—but the word ‘‘ union ’”’ was not to be men- 
tioned. Lord Salisbury telegraphed back the same 
evening to Vienna and Berlin that on such a basis 
England would refuse to take part in the Conference. 
She could not make herself responsible for a Turkish 
military execution in Bulgaria. 

That threat, combined with a certain dictatorial 
note in the Austrian invitation, may be taken as 
accounting for the uncompromising promptitude of 
this refusal. But there must have been a preliminary 
conclusion come to, witnessing to an intensive process 
of reconsideration having been in progress during those 
three weeks which followed his September telegram 
to the Queen. Its course and inspiration are not 
difficult to divine. The fact that Russia was now 
threatening Turkish ‘“ military repression”? in the 
very province where, eight years before, she had gone 
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to war to avenge its atrocities, was only an extreme 
instance of the change of conditions which had made 
consistency obsolete. If the ‘“‘ monarchies ’’ were in- 
sisting on the letter of the Berlin settlement, it was 
only with the purpose of defeating its object. Russia’s 
domination in the eastern half of the Peninsula was 
as much aimed at now in opposing the union of 
Bulgaria as it had been aimed at seven years before 
in demanding it. The published intention to compel 
Prince Alexander’s abandonment of Bulgaria south of 
the Balkans carried with it his certain repudiation by 
the northern principality. Lord Salisbury’s own first 
prediction, Sir William White’s emphatic warning, 
the Queen’s quick alarm were all being justified in 
the event. Acquiescence would mean the abandon- 
ment of the policy of 1878 rather than its maintenance. 

In a letter written to Lord Lyons the day after his 
rejection of the Imperial invitation, Lord Salisbury 
summarised his reasons for it : 


‘““'This proposal is obviously intended to upset 
Prince Alexander, and, if we acquiesce, we may find 
ourselves with a big Bulgaria under a Russian Prince. 
. .. And, I confess, I do not view with enthusiasm 
the prospect of a Turkish campaign of repression in 
Bulgaria under the sanction of a Conference.’ (October 
16, 1885.) 


The double motive was curiously coherent with 
his own past association with the question. The path 
which he had pursued in ’76~77 in revolt against 
Turkish cruelty and misgovernment had been de- 
flected in ’78 by his refusal to accept Russia’s domina- 
tion at Constantinople. The same two inspirations 
were working together now in support of a single 
decision. They were reflected to a similar issue in 
the sentiments of his fellow-countrymen. The two 
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currents of feeling, whose opposition seven years before 
had made the Eastern Question the battleground of 
parties, now flowed: in a single channel. Patriotic 
suspicion of Russia and sympathy with the subject 
races of Turkey were alike gratified by his champion- 
ship of Prince Alexander and the Bulgarians. Indeed, 
Count Hatzfeldt, in his despatches home, attributed 
Lord Salisbury’s attitude—to him otherwise incom- 
prehensible—wholly to electioneering necessity. This 
is not the only instance—they were recurrent through- 
out his career—when even to onlookers of more 
subtlety of judgment than the ambassador, it might 
have been difficult to distinguish accurately between 
his own choice as the determining factor in his de- 
cisions and the pressure of national opinion, from the 
simple fact that their direction was identic. 

But there was another reason which increasingly 
moved him, whose practical force would certainly 
have been appreciated by Count Hatzfeldt’s master. 
The rebellious Roumelians and their Prince had not 
been idle since September 20. The consolidation of 
their illicit conjunction had proceeded without a 
check. Evidence had accumulated both as to the 
wishes of the population and the reality of the authority 
which their chosen ruler exercised over them,—even 
to the point of securing unbroken peace in the frontier 
villages. For a Balkan population to accept restraint 
from raiding indicated a very absolute submission. 
Lord Salisbury had become convinced of what the 
passions of one Emperor and the panic alarms of the 
other prevented them from realising,—that a united 
Bulgaria had passed from a debatable political pro- 
ject into an accomplished and irremovable fact. 

It was this last conviction that must be taken as 
mainly accounting for the confident equanimity with 
which he faced the long struggle which followed. His 
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chosen policy involved him in a single-handed resist- 
ance to what soon became the unanimous demand of 
continental Europe ; Governments for whose friend- 
ship he was anxious pressed him repeatedly to abandon 
it; colleagues doubted; his own trusted agent at 
Constantinople protested against a continuance of the 
fight against such odds; the immediacy of its success 
was, in fact, due to a development which he could not 
have foreseen. But not only was he obstinate in his 
adherence to it, but his correspondence shows no trace 
of uneasiness as to the issue. The sum could only 
work out in one way, and there was no need, there- 
fore, to worry over its progress towards solution. 

The quarrel which prevented the assembling of the 
Conference was, after some discussion, postponed to 
a later stage. The Sultan issued invitations un- 
hampered by any condition beyond a vague declara- 
tion of loyalty to the Treaty of Berlin, without pre- 
judice to the question of its alteration, and Lord 
Salisbury withdrew his non possumus. 

The ambassadors on the spot were to be the pleni- 
potentiaries. The Sultan, though suspicious of his 
Imperial neighbours, had, after some hesitation, 
ranged himself at their side and prepared for “ exe- 
cution”’ by mobilising his army on. the Roumelian 
frontier. He was compelled to this decision, he pleaded, 
by his dread of what Servia and Greece might do, and 
Lord Salisbury responded with a warning which proved 
prophetic. ‘‘ The next time, Bulgaria will arrange 
with Servia and Greece beforehand, and organise a 
combined attack which will be fatal to Turkey.” 
Italy announced adhesion to the same course, and when 
the Conference met, France—admittedly passive— 
was the only country which had not declared itself 
hostile to the British attitude. 

It met on November 7 and the issue discussed did 
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not materially change during its progress. The Rus- 
sian ambassador demanded that all other business 
should be postponed to a summons to the Roumelians 
to return to legality, and to the Prince and his north 
Bulgarian troops to withdraw beyond the Balkans. 
Sir William White retorted with a counter proposal that 
the Conference’s first act should be the appointment 
of a Commission to enquire into the wishes of the 
population. The Imperial representatives declared 
that no enquiry would be admissible unless restricted 
beforehand to recommendations in accordance with 
the actual provisions of the Berlin Treaty: “If we 
are to preclude ourselves from amending existing 
Treaties in any particular,” was Lord Salisbury’s dry 
comment, ‘‘ I do not see the utility of a Conference.” 
(November 22.) 

The majority representatives expressed themselves 
freely in private as to the outrage of this single-handed 
obstruction to the wishes of the Powers immediately 
concerned, and threatened reprisals. Sir William 
reported that “ great pressure’ was being put upon 
him,—that matters had become very serious,—that 
unless some compromise could be effected our influ- 
ence in Constantinople would finally disappear,— 
that there was imminent danger of the Conference 
breaking up and of Austria and Russia taking the 
settlement of the question into their own hands. Lord 
Salisbury replied that he was fully sensible both of the 
possibility and the evil of such an issue, but that it 
would be preferable to allowing England ‘to be 
dragged in the wake of the three Empires ”’ in sanc- 
tioning armed repression by Turkey of a Christian 
population. Almost in the same words he met appeals 
of the German ambassador to abandon his resistance 
for the sake of preserving the peace of Europe, and 
protests of Lord Randolph Churchill as to the mis- 
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chief of exasperating Russia in view of our difficulties 
in Central Asia. There was, indeed, an inevitable 
monotony in his correspondence during this period,— 
his diplomatic communications being restricted to 
more or less elaborate variations on the theme of 
“No, I won't!” A letter, written after this stage of 
the question had passed, shows what had been the 
nature and limits of his dependence while it was in 
progress. 


To Sir Robert Morier, December 2, 1885. 


** The issue from the beginning to the end, under 
various forms, has been whether we would or would 
not pledge ourselves against any alteration of the 
Treaty of Berlin. We have steadily declined to do so 
until some account had been taken of the desires of 
the inhabitants of the Provinces concerned. The 
three Empires entirely declined to take any account 
of the wishes of the populations, and Turkey de- 
nounced the idea as contrary to ‘les idées conserva- 
trices ’ now dominant in Europe. I was quite willing 
to have put off the day of decision by avoiding, in the 
formula appointing the Commission of Enquiry, any 
engagement as to the making or not making of changes 
in the Treaty. But the Russians would not allow any 
vagueness or doubtfulness in the pledge that the 
Treaty should not be altered—and Austria, Germany, 
and Italy have followed her blindly. I do not under- 
stand what the Russians intend to do. I doubt very 
much whether any amount of Resolutions or * somma- 
tions’ or other forms of bluster will induce the Rou- 
melians to give in. If that is so, then material force 
must be used. Neither Austria nor Russia can allow 
the other to send troops into Bulgaria—and if they 
induce the Sultan to do it, will Russian public opinion 
acquiesce ? Whether they do or not, we can do 
nothing but stand aside if they go in for a policy of 
blank repression. I think Turkey is making a great 
mistake. An independent national feeling might be 
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got up in Bulgaria that, joined to that already exist- 
ing in Roumania, might make the Russian passage to 
Constantinople very difficult.” 


A week before this letter was written the struggle 
in Conference had culminated. The majority repre- 
sentatives had submitted resolutions which embodied 
their final concessions. An enquiry into the wishes of 
the population was included, but only in so far as 
these did not require any alteration in the Berlin 
Treaty. France acquiesced, and Sir William, finding 
himself entirely alone, devised a formula of com- 
promise which he urged upon his chief’s acceptance. 
But he was met by a brief telegraphic refusal, with 
instructions to confine himself to an amendment 
directly excluding the proposed limitation. This was 
moved and unanimously rejected by the other six 
plenipotentiaries on November 25. The Conference 
adjourned sine die, and the Imperial representatives 
proceeded to concert with the Porte the independent 
action which they had threatened. 

But things were already happening elsewhere 
which deprived these threats of all importance. 
During the last day or two, Lord Salisbury’s pertina- 
city had been buttressed by a more visible assurance 
of success than had been available at the outset. On 
the 14th of the month, Servia, weary of the delays of 
the great Powers, had declared war upon Bulgaria, 
and a day or two later had marched troops across her 
frontier. ‘‘ The blame of this war rests with Austria,” 
Lord Salisbury bluntly declared to the indignant 
Austrian ambassador. The Bulgarian army had never 
yet been under fire; as the Russians who had drilled 
and hitherto commanded it had been ordered back to 
their own country, it was led by an extemporised 
corps of officers ; it was, moreover, far less numerous 
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than that of its opponents, and it is not surprising 
therefore that a Servian victory was foretold as cer- 
tain. Lord Salisbury reported to the Queen that the 
foreign ambassadors were unanimous to that effect. 
They proved mistaken. The fighting was of that 
simple and unsophisticated type in which leadership 
and morale count for everything. Prince Alexander 
led his enthusiastic followers into action, exposed 
himself with brilliant courage and, at Slivnitza, on 
the 19th, defeated the Servian army with great loss. 
He followed up his victory with a rapid series of 
successful attacks, and within a fortnight of the in- 
vasion was pursuing his enemies, a routed and de- 
moralised mob, across the frontier into their own 
country. 


** The issue in the Balkan peninsula will really be 
decided by arms,”’ wrote Lord Salisbury to the Queen, 
when the news of Slivnitza reached him: “if Prince 
Alexander continues to fight as well as he has hitherto 
done, it will be impossible for Russia to separate the 
Bulgarias.”’ (November 20.) 


The gods had verily declared in his favour, though 
in Constantinople itself it was some time before the 
irate representatives of a defied continent could realise 
the finality of the check received. Roumelia had been 
left defenceless by the departure of all fighting men 
to the Servian frontier, and acting upon the advice 
of the Russian and Austrian ambassadors, the Porte 
sent delegates to Philippopolis to demand submission. 
They were armed with a proclamation, claiming to be 
supported by the five Christian Powers, and threaten- 
ing, if submission was refused, instant coercion by the 
Turkish troops already gathered on the frontier. But 
a gun, even when loaded, is useless to a man who dare 
not pull the trigger. The Prefect of Philippopolis 
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calmly referred the delegates to Prince Alexander at 
Sofia for an answer,—and the proclamation was never 
even published. The policy which it represented was 
already crumbling. The Servian menace had con- 
stituted its only arguable basis, and the conversion of 
European opinion, which was effected by the elimina- 
tion of that menace, was ludicrous in its rapidity. The 
French and Italian Governments hurriedly repudiated 
any authorisation of Turkish military action, and by 
the middle of December the former had officially 
declared its adherence to the British policy in its 
entirety, and the latter, more deeply committed, was 
openly and anxiously searching for a bridge of retreat. 
The official press of Hungary, which had hitherto been 
clamouring for armed repression in Roumelia, made 
an unabashed volte-face and published articles hailing 
England as the saviour of Europe through her fore- 
sight in preventing it. In Russia itself, the victory of 
her ancient clients produced a movement of elation 
which justified Lord Salisbury’s scepticism as to the 
possibility of her Government’s ever having been able 
to assist in their forcible suppression. 

Meanwhile a more powerful supporter had come 
into the open. Prince Bismarck had never pretended 
to any independent enthusiasm for the policy of his 
allies. He may, indeed, have shared Lord Salisbury’s 
opinion as to the hopeless dilemma which Russia was 
preparing for herself, and been none the less willing 
to support her decision. As the controversy advanced 
his ambassador had become more insistent as to 
Germany’s detachment from the merits of the question, 
and as to the Chancellor’s hope that it would not be 
suffered to militate against the continuance of Anglo- 
German friendship. On the other hand, the German 
representative at Constantinople, Count Radowitz, 
still maintained a bitterly anti-English attitude, and 
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Sir William White was troubled at the contradiction 
between his chief’s reports and his own experience. 
Lord Salisbury offered an explanation : 


To Sir William White, December 2, 1885. 


* Hatzfeldt is exceedingly pleasant and sees the 
question perfectly clearly. His tone is that of 
Olympian indifference. He cares nothing about the 
Balkan States, but is only concerned to prevent the 
Russians and Austrians from fighting. Malet assures 
me that Bismarck in secret approves of our policy, 
wishes the Russians to be checkmated, but more suo 
prefers that someone else should pull the chestnuts 
out. Meanwhile he is laying up a good store of merit 
in Russian eyes by the conduct of Radowitz at Con- 
stantinople. I think this must be the true explanation; 
it is so like the man.” 


He had no illusions as to the German chief. 
** Prince Bismarck’s plan of speaking through different 
channels is very perplexing and by no means reassur- 
ing,’ he wrote to the Queen on December 11. ‘‘ He 
means evidently to hoodwink somebody or he would 
not conceal so much. Is it Russia or England that is 
to be hoodwinked ?’’ But events had smoothed the 
Chancellor’s path and “‘ hoodwinking ”’ in either direc- 
tion was no longer necessary. To continue paying 
lip-service to a policy of whose breakdown even its 
authors had become conscious would advantage no 
one. He now appealed directly to the British Minister 
to co-operate with him in effecting the legalisation of 
the Bulgarian union at as small a cost as possible of 
humiliation to his two allies. Lord Salisbury was 
quite willing. After some abortive attempts to con- 
struct face-saving resolutions for submission to a 
resuscitated Conference, the two collaborators con- 
centrated their efforts upon securing a separate agree- 
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ment between the victorious Prince and the Sultan. 
It was felt that to give formal sanction to terms already 
conceded by a suzerain to his vassal would be less 
painful to the feelings of Russian representatives than 
to have themselves to assist in drawing up a repudia- 
tion of their own policy in Conference. ‘“‘ There is a 
general lull,’ wrote Lord Salisbury to Sir Robert 
Morier on January 6, ‘‘ produced partly by an inclina- 
tion to wait till French and English politics have un- 
folded themselves, and partly by the consciousness 
of Austria and Russia that they have made a mistake 
and a wish to allow a little time to be interposed before 
they beat a retreat, which seems inevitable.’ There 
might be risk in too far prolonging the pause as, with 
the advent of spring, the fighting instincts of the 
Balkan races would reassert themselves. But con- 
ceding that limit, ‘‘ Europe may now rest for a couple 
of months watching the interesting process of a Czar 
recovering his temper.” 

Whether with or without that condition, Europe 
had not so long to wait. The task of inducing Prince 
Alexander to conciliation was left to Lord Salisbury. 
It was not difficult to persuade him to a courteously 
humble appeal to the Sultan for recognition: it was 
harder to obtain the gesture, also humble, of reconcilia- 
tion with the Czar which Prince Bismarck urged as 
necessary. Lord Salisbury had no wish for anything 
beyond a gesture. There was talk of the Russians 
indemnifying themselves for their diplomatic defeat 
by a re-erection of their machinery of interference in 
the united province. The Prince was recalcitrant, and 
his political mentor, in a message sent through Windsor, 
supported him in that disposition : 

“The present game of the Russian Cabinet is to 


sell a large concession of Bulgarian unity in exchange 
for a restoration of Russian influence and Russian 
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officers in Bulgaria. The Prince will be very unwise 
if he concedes any portion of these demands; for he 
will get the Union without them.” (January 14, 1886.) 


Germany led the way in the more laborious task of 
persuading the Porte to reasonableness and promptitude, 
supported by her now humbled henchman at Vienna 
and with the tacit, though still sullen, acquiescence 
of Russia. But an unpromising emergency enabled 
Lord Salisbury to render effective help in this direction 
also. Greece had been more dilatory than her Slav 
neighbour in the assertion of her claim to ‘‘ compensa- 
tion,”’ but about Christmas she had reached the stage 
of threatening a naval descent on the Turkish coasts. 
The Austro-Servian precedent was not followed. 
Europe was exasperated at this fresh threat of dis- 
turbance, and when Lord Salisbury invited other 
Governments to join him in forbidding the attack, 
he met with a unanimous consent. A British squadron, 
accompanied by one or two ships of other nations, was 
ordered to the Pireus, and Lord Salisbury telegraphed 
to report to the Turkish Government what he had 
done, adding, however, a significant postscript: 


‘Inform Porte that England has procured joint 
action of Powers to forbid attack by Greece on Turkey 
by sea. But the vigour of our support entirely 
depends on Turkey coming to an immediate agree- 
ment with Prince Alexander and not insisting on 
extravagant terms. . . . Make it very clearly under- 
stood that Turkey must not count on our support 
unless she agrees with Bulgaria. Germany, I have 
good ground for believing, takes the same view.” 
(January 25, 1886.) 


The defeat of the Conservative Government in 
the House of Commons had by this time become a 
certainty of the near future, and the prospect was 
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utilised as a further diplomatic weapon... The Porte 
was advised to make terms with its adversaries 
quickly, before the British Foreign Office passed into 
the hands of its old enemies, the Liberal party. 

These combined pressures were so far successful 
that, when Lord Salisbury resigned office a fortnight 
later, an agreement had been signed between suzerain 
and vassal which secured the union of the two pro- 
vinces, though, as the event proved, it did not save 
the Prince from the vendetta sworn against him at 
St. Petersburg. 

This episode has been dealt with at some length 
since it had an influence on Lord Salisbury’s repu- 
tation abroad which was out of proportion to its 
importance. He profited, no doubt, by force of 
contrast. The part played by continental Govern- 
ments, whether in the earlier or the later stages of the 
story, had not been a creditable one. Jealous anger 
and tremulous panic, followed by the collapse of 
gamesters whose bluff has been called, do not make a 
dignified equipment for great Powers in the act of 
dictating conduct to young and dependent nations. 
The one Government which had stood altogether 
aside from such incompetent handling had gained in 
repute from that fact alone. But the change which 
was witnessed to by the gossip of the day was of a 
more personal quality. It was partly, no doubt, due 
to a success, for the spectacular element in which,— 
for the sudden transition for England from contemned 
singularity to applauded leadership,—Lord Salisbury 
was largely indebted to the military gifts of the ‘‘ hero 
of Slivnitza.”” But before success came he had made 
his individual will felt against a unanimous opposition : 
he had given evidence of an initiative, a self-confidence, 
and an obstinacy which had compelled attention. In 
the years that followed, the question, when canvassed 
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between chancelleries, of ‘‘ what England would do” 
came more and more to take the form of ‘‘ how Lord 
Salisbury would decide.” He had been admitted 
among the number of those select few whose person- 
alities, in and by themselves, count in international 
affairs. 


APPENDIX TO CHAPTER VIII 


SUMMARY OF THE MEMORANDUM, BY SIR PHILIP 
CURRIE, OF HIS CONVERSATIONS WITH PRINCE 
BISMARCK, SEPTEMBER 28-30, 1885 


AFTER expressing a hope that the Conservative 
Government would obtain a majority at the approach- 
ing elections because ‘‘ Mr. Gladstone knew nothing 
of foreign affairs and was impossible to do business 
with,’’ Prince Bismarck referred to his own recent 
attitude of unfriendliness towards England in different 
parts of the world. It had originated, he said, in his 
efforts to effect a reconciliation with France and 
dissuade her from her obsession of revenge. He had 
persevered in the hope of achieving this, he declared, 
for fifteen years, but had now finally decided to 
abandon it as useless. ‘‘ He washed his hands of 
France,” and henceforth would side with England 
in any question that divided the two countries. His 
support, he pointed out, would be useful, as France 
would never dare to risk a breach with England if it 
was known to involve danger on her eastern frontier. 

There remained now no grounds for difference 
between Germany and England. As far as Colonies 
went, he had got all he wanted, and already more, 
he believed, than Germany could digest. He had never 
favoured the Colonial idea himself, but popular 
opinion in its favour was so strong that “ he could not 
refrain from turning the Colonial stream into the main 
channel of his Parliamentary policy.” 
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He could prevent any attack from France upon 
England,—but as regarded Russia, he could only 
offer neutrality. He could not afford to quarrel with 
her. A war with her would be more serious for Ger- 
many than a war with France, because, however 
victorious German arms might be, her geographical 
conditions would make it infinitely difficult to bring 
her to terms. His permanent dread was a war 
between Russia and Austria. If Germany remained 
neutral, the defeated Power, whichever it might be, 
would never forgive her. Then Russia would very 
likely win, and a defeat would break up Austria and 
annihilate her as an integral Power. He had no wish 
to annex her German provinces ; they were Catholic 
and mixed in nationality and would be a weakness 
to Germany. On the other hand, he could not afford 
to have Russia at Vienna. 

Charged by Sir Philip with having violated Ger- 
many’s neutrality as between England and Russia by 
sharing in the advice recently given to the Sultan to 
close the Straits in the event of an Anglo-Russian war, 
he, in Sir Philip’s view, “ defended himself rather 
lamely.’’ He said that when his opinion was asked, 
he had to admit that Turkey would not be justified 
under existing treaties in letting the British fleet 
through unless she was herself a belligerent. 

As to the revolt in Eastern Roumelia (which had 
broken out only the week before), he said that the 
position was rendered abnormal by Russia’s hatred 
of Prince Alexander. That made her oppose the 
Bulgarian union which she had always supported, 
while Austria, who had always resisted it, now seemed 
disposed to agree to it. He had not yet made up his 
mind on the subject, but spoke favourably of the idea 
of a personal union under Prince Alexander. Sir 
Philip reported to him that, in Lord Salisbury’s 
opinion, since the Turks had failed to take action at 
the outset, the Union could not now be undone, but 
that he attached importance to the two provinces 
maintaining different constitutions. It would give 
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the Prince an added security personally, and the 
existing Bulgarian constitution was “ unworkable.” 

In a later conversation, the Chancellor complained 
that any treaty with England was uncertain since, 
when there was a change of Ministry, it might not be 
considered binding. Sir Philip denied this, and asked 
him if he could say, in fact, that England had proved 
less faithful to treaties than other nations. He 
answered that he would not say that—but there was 
the Luxemburg Treaty which the Minister of the day 
in England had explained away almost as soon as it 
was signed. ‘“* Would England fight if Belgium was 
attacked ?”’ he asked. Sir Philip replied, ‘‘ No 
doubt, if she had an ally,” and reminded him of the 
steps taken by Mr. Gladstone’s Government in 1870 
to secure the neutrality of Belgium. He said, “‘ Yes, 
—but new treaties were thought necessary.” Sir 
Philip then repeated that, ever since he had been at 
the Foreign Office, Belgium and Constantinople had 
been looked upon as questions about which England 
would fight. Though she might not now be prepared, 
unsupported, to engage in war with Russia for the 
latter object, she would no doubt do so if other Powers 
were ready to join her. 

Prince Bismarck still demurred. Austrian states- 
men had been convinced, by Mr. Gladstone’s repudia- 
tion of his predecessor’s policy in 1880, that no trust 
was to be placed in England. The same thing might 
happen again. Mr. Gladstone’s visit to the Czar at 
Copenhagen a year later had put the seal on this sus- 
picion. Sir Philip, while declining to defend Mr. 
Gladstone’s election denunciations of Austria, said 
that they were inspired by what he conceived to be 
her attitude towards the Christian races of Turkey 
and did not imply any rejection of England’s settled 
policy as regarded Constantinople. He believed that, 
in opposing a Russian occupation of that city, even 
Mr. Gladstone would be prepared to act with Austria. 

There ensued a long discussion as to what would 
be the result of Russia’s obtaining possession of 
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Constantinople. Prince Bismarck contended that it 
would hurt no one but herself, though admitting that 
his Austrian friends. did not agree with that view. It 
would dangerously extend her frontier for defence. 
The idea of making Constantinople the capital of a 
new Eastern Empire was a dream. It would never be 
more than an outpost. The security of the Czar’s 
throne depended on his continuing to live in the midst 
of the Russian peasantry. The country was seething 
with revolution; steeped in corruption; militarily 
worthless. ‘‘ If she were not on the frontiers of 
Germany he should not trouble about her at all.” He 
recurred again to the impossibility of bringing a war 
with her to a termination. But she was militarily 
worthless ; unconquerable in defence but despicable 
in attack. Sir Philip urged the evil that must accrue 
to Germany as well as to Austria if the Slav popula- 
tions of the Balkans were brought altogether under 
her rule, and no answer appears to have been made to 
this argument. England, Sir Philip admitted, was 
interested only in the general injury which would 
follow such an increase of Russia’s prestige in the Near 
Kast and in the closing of the Black Sea—where alone 
her flank could be struck at in the event of her attack- 
ing India. Prince Bismarck dismissed this as an 
illusion. The Caucasus was an impenetrable barrier ; 
Russia would be quite indifferent to the bombardment 
of Odessa ; she was more vulnerable in the Baltic than 
in the Black Sea. She was incapable of becoming a 
formidable naval power. 

Sir Philip notes in connection with this part of the 
conversation that, while the Chancellor’s language 
occasionally betrayed distrust of Austria, his tone 
towards Russia was one of dislike and contempt. 

There was a brief reference to Egypt. Sir Philip 
told Prince Bismarck that Lord Salisbury was opposed 
to its permanent cccupation, but could not at present 
fix a date for evacuation, and considered that England 
ought to retain a privileged position there and a right 
of re-entry in the event of disturbance. Prince Bis- 
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marck had no objection to offer from Germany’s 
point of view, but said that such a policy would be 
unsafe for England—the existence of the Suez Canal 
made it essential for her to hold Egypt. 

He told Sir Philip that he was sending Count 
Hatzfeldt to London—the one of his diplomatists in 
whom he had the greatest confidence—to replace 
Count Miinster. Count Miinster, who was too fond 
of hunting and riding to pay enough attention to 
business, was to be transferred to Paris :—‘‘ It did not 
much matter who the German representative there 
was, now that he had given up any idea of improving 
the relations of Germany with France.” The insist- 
ence on this change of attitude re-appeared at the close 
of the visit when, upon some allusion to Italy, he con- 
gratulated himself that “ now that he had broken with 
France he should find his relations with Italy much 
easier.” 


CHAPTER IX 
THE GENERAL ELECTION, 1885 


Tue history of home politics during the Ministry of 
1885 was practically that of a prolonged election 
campaign. The electioneering appeal had, in fact, 
been prominent on public platforms for some months 
before the change of Government. The Liberal battle- 
front was an extended one, with sober Whigs on the 
right wing whose views could hardly be differentiated 
from those of Conservatives, and a left wing whose 
extremists found even Mr. Chamberlain’s ‘‘ unauthor- 
ised programme ” unadventurous. The country was 
suffering from a severe depression in trade, as to whose 
ultimate origin politicians and economists were as 
usual hopelessly at sea. But Lord Salisbury urged 
that it had been needlessly aggravated by the actual 
and threatened attacks upon property in which his 
opponents had been indulging. He argued this thesis 
repeatedly in his platform speeches. 


‘““ When bad times come, and when the question in 
every man’s mind arises whether he shall invest his 
capital in an industry or not, there comes up the doubt, 
— Had I not better be careful what I do, with the 
temper that prevails in Parliament? I know they 
have passed Act after Act, with whatever motive, that 
has diminished our profits hitherto. How can I know 
that they will not pass Acts of the same character in 
future?’ And this tendency becomes much more 
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dangerous when the policy of Parliament approaches, 
in ever so small a degree, to the character of confis- 
cation. If there is in the legislation a tendency 
dishonestly to interfere with the rights of men for 
the purpose of gaining parliamentary or electioneer- 
ing strength, the evil is not confined to the number 
of people whom such conduct injures. The evil 
spreads throughout the community. A feeling of 
fear attaches itself to all enterprises upon which 
the capitalist is invited to embark, and many more 
industries suffer than those which are affected by the 
particular legislation to which I refer.” (Dumfries, 
October 21, 1884.) 


As the elections approached, he addressed himself 
to the same subject with a direct party application : 


** I want to point out to you what seems to me to 
be the fundamental difference between Conservative 
and Radical proposals at the present time. The 
Conservative desire is so to manage affairs, so to re- 
move all restrictions, so to give the necessary stimulus 
to industry, that you shall advance forward to con- 
quer new realms of industry yet uninvaded ; that you 
shall obtain an entry to markets which are now closed 
to you; that, in short, the well-being of the working 
man shall be obtained by providing him with fresh 
material for his industry, and giving him an oppor- 
tunity of finding in the wealth which that industry 
will create ample satisfaction of all his wants. The 
Conservative points the working man forward to 
obtain wealth which is as yet uncreated. The Radical 
—at least, the Radical as shown by recent discussions 
—on the contrary, turns his eyes backwards, does not 
tell him to create new sources of wealth, but says that 
the wealth which has already been obtained is badly 
divided, that some have got something, that others 
have got nothing at all, and that the real remedy is 
to look back and fight among yourselves for the wealth 
that has already been obtained. : 

‘Now, I am not here speaking for the rich man. 
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He will defend himself, and you will find him a very 
hard nut to crack. I am not defending him. I am 
speaking of the benefit of the community, and espec- 
ially of the provision of work and of wages for the 
working man. And I say that the fatal defect of this 
Radical finance, which asks you to think of ‘ ransom ’ 
and ‘ restitution ’ instead of looking forward to reap- 
ing new wealth by carrying your industry into new 
markets and making the community richer as a whole, 
—its fatal defect is that it will prevent that develop- 
ment of industry, and for the sake of the wretched 
morsel which, by disorder, by departing from all the 
traditions of good government, by destroying all con- 
fidence, you may be able to divide,—it makes it an 
impossibility for you to find work and to obtain wages 
in the future.” (Victoria Hall, Lambeth, November 4, 
1885.) 


On October 7, in a speech addressed to a meeting 
of the National Union at Newport, he formally 
announced the programme on which the Cabinet 
proposed to appeal to the electorate. The two prin- 
cipal pieces of legislation adumbrated were, a measure 
for reducing, by means of a State grant, the fees which 
were then payable in elementary schools,—which he 
defended as a piece of justice to the parents whom we 
had compelled to send their children to them,—and 
the creation of what were then spoken of as ‘‘ County 
Boards” for purposes of local administration. The 
latter subject was equally prominent in his opponents’ 
speeches, Like most measures of practical legislation, 
it originated in an automatic development of national 
life, generally acquiesced in, and party differences 
appeared only in the points of view from which it was 
approached. Liberals hailed the deposition of the 
Quarter Sessions in favour of representative bodies 
for its theoretic value as a democratic advance; 
Radicals extolled it as opening the way to further 
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assaults upon property ; Lord Salisbury accepted it 
as a necessary condition for the achievement of a de- 
centralisation of: government which he had long and 
strongly desired: ‘‘ That I claim to be a special Tory 
doctrine which we have held through good report and 
evil report for many and many a generation. It has 
always been our contention that people in their own 
localities should govern themselves.” In private, he 
admitted doubts as to whether in rural districts the 
proposed bodies would be as efficient as Quarter 
Sessions in administration, but declared that it would 
be the fault of the squires themselves if they did not 
maintain their influence under the new conditions. 
When it was suggested that they might not be will- 
ing to take the trouble of submitting themselves for 
election, he answered with warmth that, if that 
were so, their influence was not worth preserving. 
Privilege which claimed exemption from struggle 
never appealed to his sympathies. 

His anticipations of the local independence which 
the change would promote have scarcely been ful- 
filled. Their disappointment has been largely in- 
volved in the other aspect of the problem upon which 
he also dwelt at Newport,—the necessity of relief to 
the ratepayer. All sources of wealth, he urged with 
unanswerable logic, ought to share in the burden which 
now lay so heavily upon agriculture. His own and 
subsequent Governments have striven to mitigate 
that injustice by a continual extension of the system 
of Treasury grants,—with the inevitable result of a 
progressive subjugation of the rating to the taxing 
authority. 

The enemy specialised in their appeal to the new 
county electors through a series of proposals for land 
reform, ranging from modest demands on the part of 
the right wing for the cheapening of transfer to sugges- 
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tions in the “ unauthorised programme ”’ for the ex- 
tension of the three F’s to England, and the provision 
of “‘ three acres and a cow” for every agricultural 
labourer. The Tory leader declined competition for 
the rural vote along these lines, and made fun of the 
town-bred propagandists for the ignorance of their 
subject which they displayed. ‘‘ If you hand the land 
over to inveterate cockneys who know nothing of it 
but what they have read in magazines, you will only 
make ten times worse the evils you attempt to cure.” 
He especially derided the view that landowners had 
an interest in maintaining cumbersome conditions of 
title. ‘*‘ Lawyers’ bills are as odious to the squire as 
to other members of the human race.” He was ready 
to support a compulsory registration of ownership 
and a shortening of the period of prescription,—but 
was not hopeful that these or any other expedients 
would materially cheapen transfer. ‘‘ Mr. Goschen 
has told us that the transfer of land can be made as 
cheap and easy as that of Consols,—an observation 
which proves that Mr. Goschen knows more about 
Consols than he does about land.” As regarded the 
provision of peasant properties, he had always re- 
gretted their disappearance from this country and had 
repeatedly expressed that regret. But to legislate for 
their restoration in the face of their steady diminu- 
tion,—a diminution which had, under the pressure of 
economic forces, been in progress now for more than 
a century,—was to legislate against natural laws. 
‘““ Supposing you saw a hillside upon which the larch 
had grown and the beech had died, what would you 
think of the man who said, ‘I will cut down the 
larch and plant beech’?”’ The truth which had to be 
faced was that that which had been prophesied at the 
time when the Corn Laws were abolished had, after 
long delay, come to pass, and the growing of wheat 
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had become unprofitable. Land would have to be 
utilised more and more in large pasture farms. 

It was not an encouraging presentment and it is 
scarcely surprising that the rural voter in this first 
exercise of his franchise should have preferred the 
roseate illusions of Radical canvassers. They added 
menace to incitement. A “ Fair Trade” group had 
come into being in the Conservative party during the 
late Parliament. The Liberals proclaimed the ‘“‘ cheap 
loaf’? to be in danger and effectually alarmed the 
village labourers by prophecies of a return to the 
“hungry forties,’’ whose tradition was still vivid on 
the country-side. Lord Salisbury repudiated the 
accusation for himself and his colleagues with curt 
emphasis: “ It’s a thumping lie!” He had already 
made his position clear on the subject at Welshpool 
the previous spring, when supporting a demand of his 
‘Fair Trade” followers for an enquiry into the cause 
of the existing trade depression,—an enquiry which 
the Liberal Government had refused, as savouring 
of irreverence to the infallibility of Free Trade 
doctrine. Lord Salisbury had mocked this fanaticism 
of orthodoxy and had indicated various directions in 
which such enquiry would be useful. But he had, at 
the same time, made clear his own view that one 
feature of our present fiscal system was closed to 
alteration : 


‘“‘T wish to say plainly that, in giving effect to this 
opinion, I am not glancing at the possibility of any 
re-imposition of the duty upon corn. I do not myself 
believe that such a thing is possible, because the amount 
of corn that we produce is so very short of the amount 
necessary to feed our people that I do not think that 
the vast body of consumers in this country would ever 
endure a re-imposition of the duties on corn. And, 
even if they would endure it, I have grave doubts 
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whether it would be for the advantage of the agri- 
cultural interest, because it is obvious that such a 
change of policy would always be exposed to being 
reversed in the case of any political change of fortunes, 
and the only effect of re-imposing the duty would be 
this: that you would induce farmers to spend money 
on improvements which would turn out to be a dead 
loss to them if the protection, on the faith of which 
they had changed their conduct, were ultimately to 
be reversed by some alteration in the balance of 
political parties. . . . I wanted to say this because, 
whenever we venture to question the fiscal policy of 
the Liberal Government . . . we are always told that 
we are landowners seeking to get a renewal of the 
duty on corn to increase our rents. I want to clear 
that matter away entirely. I am noé in favour of a 
re-imposition of the duty on corn.” (Welshpool, April 
22, 1885.) 


The place which “‘ cheap bread ”’ occupied as the 
subject for emotional appeal on the Liberal side in the 
campaign was filled on that of their opponents by a 
summons to the defence of the Established Church in 
England, Scotland, and Wales. Lord Salisbury devoted 
his perorations both at Newport and in his subsequent 
speeches to the sounding of this summons, and they 
were marked by the eloquence of genuine feeling. He 
was accused of prostituting a great cause to a party 
manoeuvre in thus forcing the subject to the front. 
But non-political friends of the Church upheld his 
action and protested that the manceuvring had all 
been on the other side. It was true that Disestablish- 
ment, except as regarded Wales, had no place on the 
authorised Liberal programme, but it was discovered 
by Churchmen that the Liberationist Society had 
unobtrusively pledged two-thirds of the Liberal can- 
didates in England and Wales, and four-fifths of those 
in Scotland to its support. Mr. Chamberlain had 
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frankly advocated it and Mr. Gladstone had evaded 
repudiation of it when challenged. The defence was 
taken up with unanimity and enthusiasm on every 
Conservative platform, and though its influence upon 
the general result was not sufficient to neutralise the 
other forces at work, it proved strong enough to 
secure its own final victory. The Scottish Church 
still remained for some years a subject for occasional 
attack, but, as a result, one may assume, of the can- 
vassing reports sent in to Liberal headquarters at this 
election, the Disestablishment of the English Church 
disappeared thenceforward from the political field of 
conflict,—whatever may be its future fate in the 
ecclesiastical one. 

The Irish question was dealt with at Newport, 
though not prominently. Lord Salisbury defended 
his Government for not re-enacting the Peace Preserva- 
tion Act on the double plea of impossibility and useless- 
ness. Crimes of actual violence had practically ceased 
in Ireland,—boycotting, widely prevalent, and become 
the instrument of a steadily growing power in the 
National League, was the pressing evil. But it had 
grown up under the present Act and the Act had 
proved impotent for its suppression. He argued the 
difficulty of dealing with it directly by legislative 
action, but concluded: ‘“‘ I believe that a Parliament 
and Government possessing a full mandate will be 
bound above everything to exhaust every possible 
remedy in order that men may pursue freely their 
lawful industry.” 

To Home Rule he referred only at the close of a 
discussion on a point which was much in dispute at 
the time as to the possibility of extending to Ireland 
the same system of local government as was proposed 
for Great Britain. Mr. Chamberlain was advocating 
in his speeches the establishment of Provincial Councils 


270 LORD SALISBURY 


in Ireland, and there is one sentence of Lord Salisbury’s 
which suggests, rather fugitively, a consideration of 
that alternative. He said that his first principle 
would be to give Ireland everything that England 
had : 


“But I fully recognise that, in the case of local 
institutions especially, there is one element of con- 
sideration which in the state of Ireland you cannot 
leave out of mind. Local authorities are more exposed 
to the temptation of enabling the majority to be 
unjust to the minority when they obtain jurisdiction 
over a small area, than is the case when the authority 
derives its sanction and extends its jurisdiction over a 
wider area. It would be impossible to leave out of 
sight, in the extension of any such local authority to 
Ireland, the fact that the population is on several 
subjects deeply divided and that it is the duty of 
every Government on all matters of essential justice 
to protect the minority against the majority.” 


Then followed a final paragraph : 


*“ With respect to the larger organic questions 
connected with Ireland I cannot say much, though 
I can speak emphatically. I have nothing to say but 
that the traditions of the party to which we belong 
are on this subject clear and distinct, and you may rely 
upon it that our party will not depart from them. 
We look upon the integrity of the Empire as a matter 
more important than almost any other political con- 
sideration that you can imagine, and we could not 
regard with favour any proposal which directly or 
indirectly menaced that which is the first condition 
of England’s position among the nations of the 
world.” (Newport, October 7, 1885.) 


He added, with reference to a suggestion which 
had been made for dealing with the question on the 
lines of Imperial Federation, that he had never seen 
any plan which gave him at present the slightest 
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ground for anticipating “that a solution could be 
found in that direction.” 

Mr. Gladstone is said to have interpreted these 
passages as having been deliberately worded so as to 
leave the way open for the subsequent adoption of a 
policy directly opposite to the one which they super- 
ficially indicated. He presumably excused the clumsi- 
ness of the performance as being the speaker’s first 
attempt at a form of political subtlety in which he 
had never hitherto indulged, which he had always 
denounced, and which was as alien to his temper and 
ideas of leadership as it was to his record. It is per- 
fectly true, on the other hand, that both these sen- 
tences and those referring to the Peace Preservation 
Act, though unqualified in substance, were marked 
by a cautious choice of wording which was not in 
keeping with the challenging militancy of his ordinary 
style. They witnessed, in fact, to the employment of 
an art in which, unlike the other, he had had large 
experience. At the Foreign Office he was familiar 
with the task of stating a distasteful decision inoffen- 
sively. He had to place clearly on record the prin- 
ciples and limitations by which the Irish policy of his 
party would be controlled without using such quot- 
ably provocative phrases as would, at the moment, 
make Lord Carnarvon’s administrative task harder, 
or needlessly interfere with Mr. Parnell’s vindictive 
purpose against the Liberals. 

His subsequent speeches at this time contain no 
reference to Ireland, and there was nothing in the 
electioneering debate to invite discussion of the sub- 
ject. Mr. Gladstone was the only leading statesman 
who gave it any considerable place in his oratory, and 
his references to it were not of a kind to stimulate 
either concurrence or opposition. The only point 
upon which he insisted was the necessity of returning 
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a Liberal majority large enough to deal with the Irish 
question independently of the Parnellite vote; but 
as to the use he would make of this independence when 
achieved, he was impenetrably obscure. Lord Hart- 
ington and Mr. Goschen took occasion emphatically 
to repudiate any suggestion of Home Rule. Mr. 
Chamberlain, without dwelling much on the subject, 
rejected Mr. Parnell’s demand for Colonial autonomy 
and spoke of Provincial Councils. But these pro- 
nouncements failed to draw from their chief either 
assent or contradiction. When Mr. Parnell called 
upon him to state clearly, “ yes or no,’’ what conces- 
sions he was prepared to make to Nationalist aspira- 
tions, he specifically refused to reply. The Irish 
leader retorted by a savage manifesto, denouncing 
the late Government and all its works and inviting 
Irishmen everywhere to give their votes against 
Liberal candidates. What precise effect this mani- 
festo had upon the issue remained a secret of the 
ballot-box. Conservative wire-pullers affirmed that 
Irish voters in British constituencies paid no atten- 
tion to it but voted Liberal, as they had always done. 
Liberal wire-pullers, on the other hand, credited it 
with the loss to their party of twenty seats. 

In its larger outlines the results of the election 
were in no way mysterious. Whether or no Lord 
Salisbury had been justified in attributing the Liberal 
zeal for a new county electorate to a wish to escape 
judgment for their misdeeds, that was in effect its 
result. The elections opened with sweeping Con- 
servative victories among the old voters in the 
boroughs,—to be followed a week later by equally 

1 The evidence of local results in the general election which followed six 
months later so far supported the Conservative contention. The Irish vote 
was then unquestionably given to the Liberals, but ia the three great cities 


where it was strongest—London, Glasgow, and Liverpool—they did worse 
than they had done on this occasion. 
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Sweeping victories for their opponents among the new 
voters in the counties.1_ The Conservative party im- 
proved its position on the balance, but was still eighty- 
four votes behind the Liberal party in Great Britain. 
Mr. Parnell brought back from Ireland a compact body 
of eighty-five followers pledged absolutely to do his 
will. The Liberals had a substantial majority over 
the Conservatives, but were one short of a majority of 
the whole House and could only hold office by leave 
of the Irish Nationalists. That was the situation, 
pregnant with vital issues for the future of the Empire, 
which had been unwittingly created by five million 
helpless electors, who, torn between the appeals of 
cheap bread, three acres and a cow, or the mainte- 
nance of the Establishment and expiation for the 
death of Gordon, had never given so much as a thought 
to Ireland or the Irish question. The success of re- 
presentative institutions is certainly not dependent 
on the logic with which they operate. 

The week which saw the final development of the 
electoral struggle synchronised with the triumph of 
Lord Salisbury’s policy in the Bulgarian quarrel and 
Prince Bismarck’s offer to co-operate in its settle- 
ment in accordance with his views. The Queen was 
in dismay at the disaster threatened to the consumma- 
tion of this notable diplomatic victory. One way of 
escape presented itself to her. Though the Opposi- 
tion as a whole had won at the polls, the Radical wing 
of it had not. During the election campaign the 
division of opinion between it and the moderate 
Liberals had been accentuated to the point of scandal. 
Mr. Chamberlain’s criticisms upon the Whig leaders 
and their retorts upon his ‘‘ unauthorised programme ” 
had formed the most notable features of their oratory 


1 At this date, the elections were spread over a period of two or three 
weeks,—the boroughs, as a whole, voting before the counties. 
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on either side. What divided the former from the 
Conservatives was scarcely more than a party name, 
and Her Majesty wrote hurriedly to urge an offer of 
coalition upon her Prime Minister. ‘‘ She thinks most 
of the country and of our Foreign Relations and of 
the absolute necessity of having strong and able and 
safe men to conduct the government of the Empire.” 
‘‘Things must not and cannot return to what they 
were, for it would be utter ruin to the country and 
Europe.” ‘‘ There must be a coalition of all moderate 
and intelligent people, and she appealed to Lord 
Salisbury’s devotion ‘to her person and throne’ to 
forward such a consummation ”’ (December 3, 1885).* 
A few days before, as soon as the trend of the 
county elections had become apparent, Lord Randolph 
had written to him to the same effect. He had pressed 
for an immediate approach to the moderate Liberals 
and had offered to facilitate coalition by himself with- 
drawing,—he was, indeed, he declared, already weary 
of office. Lord Salisbury repudiated the necessity for 
such isolated self-effacement : ‘“‘ They hate me as much 
as they hate you, and if retirements are required for 
the sake of repose and Whig combinations, I shall 
claim to retire with you in both respects ”’ (November 
30, 1885). But he told his colleague and repeated to 
the Queen that the time for coalitions was not yet : 2 
‘** Lord Salisbury and his friends will do all in their 
power to lighten the heavy load which rests upon 
Your Majesty. But the objections to a coalition will 
not come from them. Lord Salisbury would have no 
objection to serve under Lord Hartington ; it is Lord 
Hartington who would refuse to serve with Lord 
Salisbury ” (December 4). And a few days later the 
Whig leader corroborated this assertion in a speech 
evidently intended for that purpose. Lord Randolph 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 2nd series, vol. iii. p- 707. 2 Ibid. p. 708. 
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had followed up his letter with a memorandum detail- 
ing the legislative programme which he should recom- 
mend under the circumstances as desirable for pro- 
mulgation in the Queen’s Speech at the opening of the 
new Parliament.! 


To Lord Randolph Churchill, December 9, 1885. 


** After Hartington’s speech of Saturday, there can 
be no longer any question of offering office just yet to 
the Moderate Liberals, and therefore, no question of 
your or my resigning to facilitate that operation. He 
evidently said what he did to prevent his friends from 
suspecting him of any intention, under any circum- 
stances, to join us. His resolves are not eternal, but 
he has effectually debarred himself from any such 
course until some little time has passed, or something 
new has happened... . 

*“In making this Queen’s Speech I entirely agree 
that our leaning must be to the moderate Liberals, and 
that we can have nothing to do with any advance to- 
wards the Home Rulers. The latter course would be 
contrary to our convictions and our pledges, and would 
be quite fatal to the cohesion of our party. 

** But in leaning towards the moderate Liberals, we 
should take note of the fact that the moment for bar- 
gaining with them has not yet come. Whenever it 
does come, two results will follow : (1) Our own people 
will recognise the political necessity of admitting a 
somewhat stronger ingredient of Liberal policy into 
our measures, and (2) The moderate Liberals will re- 
quire some such concession as a condition of their 
joining us, and as a proof to their own friends that they 
have not been guilty of any apostacy in so doing. 
That being so, the extra tinge of Liberalism in our 
policy will be part of the bargain when it comes, and 
must not be given away before that time comes. If 
we are too free with our cash now, we shall have no 
money to go to market with when the market is open.” 


1 Life of Lord Randolph Churchill, vol. ii. p. 8. 
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Then he proceeded to offer “‘ suggestions in revisal ”’ 
of Lord Randolph’s programme, and brought upon him- 
self in return an urgent insistence upon the necessity of 
tackling the Whigs at once, and a heated denunciation 
of his acquiescence in “ the old worn-out aristocratic 
and class garments ”’ of a bygone generation of Tories. 

Yet a comparative study of the two programmes 
reveals very little difference in principle, though a 
marked difference in presentation. Lord Randolph 
places the abolition of intestate primogeniture in the 
forefront ; Lord Salisbury dismisses it as a change of 
no importance, not worth the trouble of resisting but 
which it would be a mistake to volunteer at this stage, 
since it was “‘a bit of a flag’: “‘ It might be accept- 
able as a wedding present to the moderate Liberals 
whenever the Conservative party leads them to the 
altar.” But it was its function as a “ flag’’ which 
constituted its whole attraction to the Tory demo- 
cratic leader. 

Among measures for Land Law reform on Lord 
Randolph’s list appears the ‘“‘ Enfranchisement of 
future leaseholds.’’ Admirable in its object of en- 
couraging occupying ownership, comments the Prime 
Minister, who had no special love for the leasehold 
system of land development and was constantly 
anxious for a wider distribution of ownership. But the 
result would be more effectually attained, he suggested, 
by a five years’ exemption for occupying owners from 
rates and taxes, coupled with the conversion of exist- 
ing leaseholds through some machinery, worked on a 
voluntary basis, analogous to that employed in the 
Irish Land Purchase Act. The policy sketched was 
certainly not lacking in boldness, but it failed hope- 
lessly in the essential element of a competing offer 
of championship against the oppressive landlord of 
Radical philippics. 
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In the same way, the proposition which aroused the 
greatest indignation in Lord Salisbury’s correspondent 
was one for deferring Local Government reform in the 
counties until after it had been dealt with in London, 
thus giving the squires more time to reconcile them- 
selves to the inevitable change and concentrating 
attention upon the positive as against the negative 
advantages of the new machinery. From the point 
of view of Lord Randolph and his friends, to postpone 
or obscure their boasted readiness for the deposition 
of Quarter Sessions was to deprive the policy of half 
its attraction. 

The letters here interchanged were typical of the 
difference which throughout separated Lord Salisbury 
from his more “ enlightened ”’ advisers. It was con- 
cerned at least as much with tactics as with principles 
and originated in two characteristics which were 
significant in his leadership. One was his confidence 
in the convincing quality of his own creed. It was a 
creed whose central inspiration was the supreme value 
which he attached to national unity—and perhaps indi- 
vidual liberty—and to the stability dependent on a 
scrupulous respect for individual rights, and which, in 
its disdain for privilege and indifference to tradition, 
was, in fact, quite distinct from the old-world Toryism 
with which Lord Randolph charged him. Tory Demo- 
crats always asserted, and with sincerity, as Lord 
Randolph did on this occasion, their own loyalty to 
‘‘ great Tory principles.”” But they never seemed 
able to believe in the power of those principles to win 
support, on their own merits, from a working-class 
electorate. In Lord Salisbury, on the other hand, 
faith in a widespread national sympathy with his own 
views never failed, even in times of defeat. 

The other characteristic which induced opposition 
to these counsellors was his abiding sense of the loyalty 
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due from a party leader to the rank and file of his 
normal supporters. It was markedly stronger than 
his sense of the converse obligation. His accession to 
authority did not destroy his native tolerance of parlia- 
mentary indiscipline, and he never seriously resented 
individual or sectional revolts on the back benches. 
But to disregard the views or even the prejudices of 
that more or less inarticulate body of Conservatives, 
which composed the central mass of the voters who 
had placed him in power, was in his eyes as bad a fault 
in tactics as in morals. As this attitude was largely 
responsible for the most marked characteristic of his 
success in leadership,—the enduring solidity of trust 
which it evoked,—it may be as well to present it in his 
own words, written long before he had any expectation 
of being called upon to test them in practice. On the 
tactical issue : 


‘“ Every party is constructed on the plan of a 
comet, with a fixed nucleus, and a floating tail. On 
ordinary occasions the votes of the nucleus can be 
counted on securely, and no thought or trouble is 
necessary to make sure of them. The chief solicitude 
of those whose duty it is to marshal the troops is for 
the strageglers—to keep them in the right line of march, 
and prevent them from becoming deserters. No party 
was ever free from this difficulty, or could boast of 
a perfectly well-defined and compact phalanx. Men 
will follow their standard or their leader with varying 
fidelity so long as caprice or gregariousness pre- 
ponderate variously in different minds, but the neces- 
sity of incessantly looking after these stragglers is apt 
to produce a pernicious habit of thought in any 
leader who is not controlled by hearty political con- 
victions of his own. He comes at last from thinking 
of them oftener, to think of them as more important 
than his steady untroublesome followers. He is 
engaged in working out problems which always depend 
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on the voting value of a set of variables, and he 
speedily forgets his constant quantities altogether. 
But the constant quantities, in spite of their constancy, 
have beliefs and objects of their own, and after much 
endurance, some day their patience is tried a little 
too far, and then they become variables in their turn.” 
(Quarterly Review, July 1866.) 


On the ethical aspect the choice of quotations is 
larger. One must suffice : 


““A party struggle is a campaign fought in the 
main by volunteers who ask for no pay except the 
triumph of their cause. The leader, who gathers more 
substantial spoils, and who—in reputation at least— 
receives a disproportionate reward, is bound in honour 
to the scrupulous payment of the solitary recompense 
demanded by the followers to whom his victory is due. 
He is bound to it both as a fair return for effective aid 
and as the fulfilment of an implied pledge. He would 
never have been their leader if they had not believed 
him true to their principles. It is a belief which every 
leader diligently encourages; they trust him with 
power precisely because he has encouraged it with 
success, and induced them to entertain it undoubtingly. 
. . . He has accepted that position, and the influence 
which attaches to it, from his party for the purpose 
of giving effect to their political opinions. If he does 
not use it for that purpose, but on the contrary employs 
it in promoting the opinions to which they are opposed, 
he commits a clear breach of the understanding upon 
which it was received.” (Quarterly Review, April 1865.) 


While Conservative leaders were debating as to 
how Whig secessions might best be promoted, a 
development was preparing in the opposite camp 
which was destined to save them all further trouble 
in the matter. On December 16 an anonymous com- 
muniqué—known to contemporaries as the “ Hawarden 
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Kite ’—appeared in one or two newspapers, and pro- 
duced an effect upon political society which it would 
require all the well-worn metaphors of explosion to do 
adequate justice to. The Liberal party for whom, 
quite as much as for their opponents, the Union between 
Great Britain and Ireland had hitherto formed a basic 
element in the Constitution, were to be invited to an 
immediate acceptance of the Nationalist demand for 
its repeal. On being appealed to, Mr. Gladstone, while 
not repudiating, refused to admit responsibility for 
this announcement—which had, in fact, been issued 
by his son, Mr. Herbert Gladstone—and steadily main- 
tained this public silence on the subject until his 
Home Rule Bill was presented to Parliament three 
months later. 

But, in private, negotiations for the furtherance 
of the new cause became at once active. They were 
addressed in the first instance to his political opponents. 
On the 21st he met Mr. Balfour in a country-house 
and entrusted him with a message to his uncle which 
he subsequently embodied in a letter. If the Tory 
Government would undertake to initiate a Home Rule 
settlement of the Irish question by agreement between 
the two parties, he would guarantee to give his 
support to the venture. That this proposal could 
have been made with any tangible hope of its accept- 
ance was an explanation of it which never occurred 
to Lord Salisbury. He did not know how far the 
gossip about Lord Carnarvon had gone, and he never 
dreamt of the interpretation which Mr. Gladstone, 
arguing from his own mentality, had placed upon his 
speech at Newport,—which, indeed,—had he been 
apprised of it—would probably have made him very 
angry. The message therefore appeared to him only 
as a crude attempt to draw a veil of disinterested 
patriotism over a contemplated surrender to the 
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Parnellite vote, and he was wholly contemptuous. 
He confined his reply to a briefly formal refusal to 
depart from the usage which makes Parliament the 
place for an announcement of Government policy. 

A few days later, Lord Bath, who, as a close friend 
of Lord Carnarvon’s, had probably heard disturbing 
suggestions, wrote to deprecate any Conservative 
tampering with the Union: “I am quite of your 
mind,” replied his leader, ‘‘ and so are the members 
of the Government generally. I never admired the 
political transformation scenes of 1829, 1846, 1867 ; 
and I certainly do not wish to be the chief agent in 
adding a fourth to the history of the Tory party ” 
(December 27, 1885). 

He met with no temptation to do violence to these 
views. Present-day discussions as to what might 
have been, if a favourable ear had been lent that 
winter to Mr. Gladstone’s advances or Lord Car- 
narvon’s proposals, assume conditions too wholly 
divorced from the actualities of the time to be of 
much interest as historical speculations. Lord Car- 
narvon had brought his proposals before the Cabinet 
in November, before the elections took place, and 
again in December after their verdict was known, and 
had met with a unanimous rejection of them on both 
occasions. The party’s reception of the “ Hawarden 
Kite” was equally whole and uncompromising. From 
the journalists’ point of view, their unmoved solidarity 
was in uninteresting contrast to the animating deli- 
quescence to which the opposite ranks were reduced 
by the same publication. Except to a few close or 
privileged observers, the mental processes by which 
Mr. Gladstone had arrived at this culminating trans- 
formation in the long evolution of his political creed 
had remained hidden from his followers. This sudden 
revelation of their results was received with con- 
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sternation by some and elation by others; all were 
bewildered ; many were incredulous. Lord Hartington 
was among the few who were not wholly surprised, and 
he lost no time in making his position clear. Before 
the year ended he announced in a published letter his 
immovable adherence to the cause of the Union. He 
was able to quote Mr. Goschen as agreeing with him, 
and Mr. Forster also declared himself at once to the 
same effect. But for the most part Liberal leaders 
waited in silence for some overt declaration on their 
chief’s part, whilst contradictory reports as to the 
intentions of each one in turn filled the press. 
Assertions as to Mr. Gladstone’s precise purpose were 
equally inconclusive. Every degree of devolution was 
prophesied. Agitated Liberal Imperialists clung to 
the infinite possibilities of his parliamentary genius : 
he would outwit the Nationalist leader; he would 
purchase his support by a measure which in fact 
would amount to nothing but a gas-and-water Local 
Government Bill. Mr. Parnell maintained a resolute 
silence. But it was known that he had been a visitor 
at Hawarden. 

Some sanguine Tories predicted that the formation 
of a Liberal Ministry would prove impossible ; others 
looked forward to a more or less prolonged interval 
of bargaining and playing for position, during which 
the present Government would continue to hold 
office. Lord Salisbury did not share in any of these 
expectations. As he was confident from the first that 
Mr. Parnell’s temper would accept nothing short of a 
full satisfaction of his demands, so he was convinced 
that Mr. Gladstone’s impatience would tolerate no 
dilatory tactics in securing a decision as between him 
and the present Government as soon as the House met. 


} Mr. Forster took no active part in ensuing events. He was seriously ill 
at this time and died on April 5, 1886. 
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In this, the wish may in part have been father 
to the thought. The surrounding tension of excited 
questionings, and the uncertainty in which their own 
immediate fate was involved, reacted irritably on 
Cabinet nerves. In the middle of December a quarrel 
broke out between Lord Randolph and his Commons’ 
colleagues on the question of parliamentary procedure, 
—one which scarcely seemed urgent for decision under 
existing circumstances. He wrote a despairing appeal 
to his chief for sympathy and support, with a cry to 
be quit of the whole disappointing business.! The 
Prime Minister replied with soothing reassurances and 
fatherly counsels on the subject of Cabinet tactics. 
He should circulate his proposals beforehand and leave 
time for them to be digested : 


** Seeing the details would make a great difference. 
Like all bodies of Englishmen, the Cabinet, and 
especially the holy men,? detest abstract resolutions. 
Believe me, you cannot be more anxious to be ‘ free’ 
than Iam. But, to do our duty to those behind us, 
we must go on in spite of many disagreeables for a 
few weeks longer.” (December 16, 1885.) 


At Christmas the Indian Secretary was threatening 
resignation on this issue, and the Queen wrote in- 
dignantly that ‘‘ the youngest member of the Cabinet 
must not be allowed to dictate to the others. It will 
not do, and Lord Salisbury must really put his foot 
down” (December 30, 1885). A few days later the 
Prime Minister concluded a letter to Lord Carnarvon, 
written in discussion of arrangements for the latter’s 
retirement: ‘‘I am feverishly anxious to be out. 


1 Life of Lord Randolph Churchill, vol. ii. p. 26. 

2 This was a nickname current among Lord Randolph and his friends 
for a group of the older and more cautious members in the Cabinet. Its 
allusion, no doubt, was to the name of their most typical representative— 


Lord Cross. 
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Internally as well as externally our position as a 
Government is intolerable” (January 3, 1886). 

The embarrassing actuality which Lord Carnar- 
von’s tolerated eccentricities of opinion had suddenly 
achieved may have constituted one element in this 
discontent. After some hesitation, representative of 
the pervading uncertainties of the situation, it was 
decided that he should adhere to his original intention, 
formally prepared for in the letter in which he had 
accepted office in the previous June, and send in his 
resignation before Parliament met, even though it 
might be expected to precede that of the rest of his 
colleagues by only a few days. These had no difficulty 
in deciding unanimously upon a paragraph for the 
Queen’s Speech in uncompromising repudiation of 
Home Rule. But, unfortunately, that did not ex- 
haust the references to Ireland which the Speech must 
contain. The loyalist population in the island were 
clamouring for immediate steps to be taken against 
the National League, and the Cabinet were agreed as 
to their early necessity. A declaration to that effect 
could have no administrative importance, since it was 
morally certain that the Government would not sur- 
vive to take action upon it. But Lord Salisbury, in 
particular, was anxious that, before leaving office, the 
party should publicly pledge its acceptance of all the 
responsibilities which a rejection of Home Rule must 
entail. 

Parliament was to meet for business on January 19. 
At a Cabinet meeting on Saturday the 16th the Prime 
Minister brought before it the Irish paragraph which 
he had drawn up. It included the announcement of 
a measure for the suppression of the National League. 
The Commons’ leader, Sir Michael Hicks Beach, sup- 
ported by Lord Randolph, objected. Though the 
supersession of its authority by that of the League 
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had by now become notorious, the Irish Government 
had failed to supply the Cabinet with any data for 
arguing the fact before Parliament. Sir Michael said 
that, without such official proof, he could not defend 
such an announcement in debate, and Lord Randolph 
was equally strong on the score of parliamentary 
impossibility. Lord Salisbury was urgent on the other 
side and was supported by the bulk of his colleagues. 
But the two Commons’ leaders were immovable, and 
intimated that they would rather resign than consent 
to accept the paragraph as it stood. The discussion 
was adjourned, and three of the senior Ministers, Lord 
Cranbrook, Mr. Smith, and Sir Richard Cross, who 
had taken their chief’s side in the argument, wrote to 
him to urge compromise. A question which was 
primarily one of tactics was not one upon which it was 
worth while at that moment to break up the Govern- 
ment. He agreed, though reluctantly, and wrote to 
Lord Randolph, in response to a warmly affectionate 
appeal, to suggest an alternative formula—which was 
the one eventually adopted. It only foreshadowed 
action, hypothetically, in the event of its proving 
necessary. 


To Lord Randolph Churchill, January 16, 1886. 


‘*T cannot say how much touched I am by the 
great kindness and loyalty of your letter—I cannot 
help feeling how little I deserve it. I will tell you at 
once what my dominant feeling is. It is that we 
should be a united Cabinet ; if possible with a united 
party. I have been throughout ready to postpone my 
individual opinion to this primary consideration. We 
have no right to the luxury of divided counsels in a 
crisis such as this. It is evident that the great major- 
ity of the Cabinet—and I believe the great majority 
of the party—wish earnestly for a policy which will 
show that we do not shrink from the duty of govern- 
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ment and that we mean to stand by the Loyalists. 
The disaster I am afraid of is that we should be driven 
from office on some motion insisting on the necessity 
of a vigorous step, and our position in Opposition 
would then be very feeble and we should be much 
discredited. : 

“T really feel very strongly and deeply all the kind- 
ness you have shown to me and the great and most 
successful efforts you have made to sustain the 
Government. I should differ from you and Beach 
with the most extreme reluctance. But do not let us 
take any line which will brand us in the eyes of our 
countrymen—or will enable our opponents to do so— 
as the timid party, who let things float because they 
dare not act. The time is coming on us when people 
will long for government ; do not let us get a character 
of shirking responsibility. 

** The question of the personelle of the Government 
must be considered but the Speech presses for settle- 
ment in the first instance. I should have thought 
that the notorious growth of this second Government 
throughout Ireland, overshadowing the law and the 
Queen’s authority, and securing its power by organ- 
ised terror, would have sustained a case for such a 
Bill as Gibson produced. If you remain of the opposite 
opinion, let us consider whether some such phrase as 
the enclosed could unite us. It is merely a suggestion 
—I confess I have a heavy heart in the whole matter. 
I have serious doubts whether I am doing my duty. 
But my train is going. Perhaps I may write again 
from Hatfield.” 

He had not long to wait for the dreary satisfaction 
of a moral victory over the dissentients. The demand 
for “ government,’’ which he had foreseen, showed 
itself at once in a revolt on both sides of the House 
against the hesitating futility of the Speech. Her 
Majesty was equally condemnatory and he wrote to 
apologise: “The present line was only adopted to 
prevent the secession of the two leading members of 
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the House of Commons, though what it was that made 
them take that idea Lord Salisbury is still wholly 
puzzled to conjecture’ (January 21,' 1886). Their 
correspondence indicates a fear of offending the sus- 
ceptibilities of possible Liberal secessionists—though, 
in fact, the scornful suspicions of the Whigs were as 
strongly expressed as the indignation of the Tories. 
On Sunday, the 24th, Lord Salisbury reported again 
to the Queen with cynical brevity : 


“The recalcitrant members of the Cabinet have 
changed their minds about Coercion under party 
pressure and a Bill will probably be introduced in two 
or three days.” (January 24,2 1886.) 


It was almost too late. On January 26 a vote had 
to be taken upon an agricultural amendment, em- 
bodying the demand for ‘‘ three acres and a cow,”’ 
and moved by Mr. Jesse Collings. Its appeal was 
popular and wholly disconnected with the Irish issue 
on which alone the Opposition were divided. In the 
presence of this immediate menace the Cabinet came 
to a hurried conclusion. The same afternoon Sir 
Michael gave notice that within the next forty-eight 
hours he would move to suspend all other business of 
the House for the purpose of immediately passing 
into law the measure for the suppression of the 
National League, whose announcement had been ex- 
cluded from the Queen’s Speech. Lord Salisbury 
wrote to prepare Her Majesty for the now inevitable 
catastrophe. 


To the Queen,? January 26, 1886. 


‘‘ With reference to Ireland, Lord Salisbury deeply 
laments the appearance of vacillation which was im- 


4 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd Series, vol. i. p. 13. 
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parted to the conduct of the Government by the 
omission to announce coercive measures in the Royal 
Speech. To-day he obtained the assent of the Cabinet 
to repair that grave error, but it is too late to be of 
any use. Lord Salisbury has very little doubt that 
the debate on Mr. Collings’ motion, which is now going 
on, will—either to-night or to-morrow—end in a 
division adverse to the Government, and an adverse 
division on the address is equivalent to a vote of 
censure. 

‘* Lord Salisbury doubts whether in any case Mr. 
Gladstone could have been prevented from, ejecting 
the Government when once he had made up his mind 
to give the Parnellites what they wanted. But the 
circumstances have been more unfavourable than 
they need have been, and to some extent discreditable, 
owing to the events in the Cabinet of which Your 
Majesty is aware.” 


The death-bed repentance had failed, as he recog- 
nised, of the absolution at which it aimed. The 
Government’s gesture was too belated not to be dis- 
regarded by the Liberal opponents of Home Rule, and 
Mr. Gladstone successfully secured the defeat of the 
Government without his followers having been com- 
mitted to any premature voting on the burning 
question. When Lord Salisbury returned to office 
six months later, it was probably this episode, with 
a consideration of all the causes of confusion which 
had led up to it, that decided him to surrender the 
Foreign Office and try the experiment—destined to be 
a brief one—of concentrating upon his work as Prime 
Minister. 

But when the momentary annoyance of a tactical 
failure had passed, there was not much to regret in 
the event. Under whatever conditions of undignified 
hustle, the Home Rule challenge had in fact been 
taken up and his party publicly pledged before leaving 
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office to the alternative assertion of Imperial authority. 
And in so far as the blunder in tactics had hastened 
the catastrophe, it was an undoubted source of satis- 
faction to himself. The only distress that he appears 
to have felt on the occasion was in connection with 
the Queen. He assured her in this same letter that 
he “ had done his utmost to keep the Cabinet in office 
because of the inconvenience to which, he was pain- 
fully aware, a change of Ministers would expose 
her;{; 

The burst of distress which followed, and was ex- 
pressed without restraint in one or two of Her Majesty’s 
letters, was largely an indirect outcome of her long 
training in constitutionalism. To a degree remark- 
able in a person of her mental activity, she had ac- 
commodated herself to a convention which forbids the 
Sovereign to have opinions on home politics. The 
result had been to destroy her interest in them and to 
concentrate it almost wholly upon questions of external 
and national policy. Thus the personal aspect of the 
present crisis, as it reacted on these, obscured all others 
in her eyes. Though matters were in a favourable 
course in most of the foreign questions at issue, in 
none of them had a final settlement been reached. 
The achievement of her present Minister had been 
patent. In seven months he had raised England from 
a position of impotent isolation to one of acknowledged 
leadership in Europe. To see him removed to make 
room for the very men whose failure he had been at 
such brilliant pains to repair was intolerable in her eyes. 
She was not prepared for it by any certain expectation. 
The reports of Liberal revolt, which had followed the 
publication of the “‘ kite,” had revived and made con- 
fident in her those hopes of a coalition which Lord 
Salisbury had tried to discourage immediately after 
the elections. She responded now to his telegraphed 
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message of resignation with an almost incoherent out- 
pouring of protest and dismay:—he would easily 
believe what a blow and shock it was to her ;—who 
could at this time conduct the difficult foreign questions 
but himself ;—the Commons’ leaders had been greatly 
to blame ;—the Liberals were too divided to form a 
Cabinet ;—she would never in any case consent to 
a return of the Gladstone-Granville régime ;—she sug- 
gested a dissolution. Meanwhile she privately con- 
sulted Mr. Goschen—who, through his difference with 
the Liberals over the County Franchise question, 
already occupied a central position between the parties 
—as to the possibilities of a coalition. He told her, as 
the Tory leader had done, that the time was not yet. 
Lord Salisbury went down to Osborne and presumably - 
suggested mitigating possibilities. A letter followed 
him on his return to London, announcing that she had 
sent Sir Henry Ponsonby to summon Mr. Gladstone 
to her presence on the preliminary understanding that 
Lord Rosebery should be appointed as Foreign 
Secretary and that the policy of his immediate prede- 
cessor should not be changed—conditions which the 
incoming Minister made no difficulty in accepting. In 
this letter she expressed her regrets in a more ordered 
fashion than hitherto : 


* Though the Queen will see Lord Salisbury again 
and trusts that a very short time (if any) will elapse 
before she sees him again in office, she wishes to say 
how great her admiration has been of the admirable 
manner in which he has conducted public affairs and 
of his triumphant success in his conduct of foreign 
affairs, where he has in seven months raised Great 
Britain again to the position which she ought to hold 
in the world. 

*’ Personally it has been a pleasure and a comfort 
to the Queen to transact business with him, and 
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she felt the blessing of having a Prime Minister in 
whom she could thoroughly confide, and whose opinion 
was always given in so kind and wise a manner.” 
(January 29, 1886.) 


Lord Salisbury returned his “‘ earnest and grateful ” 
thanks for the language of this letter, and was reassur- 
ing as to the improbability of the foreign policy of the 
country suffering “any great damage’’ under the 
conditions now guaranteed. The next day he wrote 
commenting upon a letter which Mr. Goschen had 
written for her consolation. 


‘““ If Lord Hartington remains firm and does not 
join Mr. Gladstone, a coalition is certain to take place 
before long, though it is not possible at this moment. 
Lord Salisbury shares Mr. Goschen’s hope and belief 
that (if Lord H. does not join) the forces outside Mr. 
Gladstone will be strong enough to prevent any last- 
ing mischief from being done, and it may be hoped 
that, by the time his tenure of power ends . . . the 
agricultural labourer will have found out the hollow- 
ness of Radical promises and will range himself with 
the rest of the rural community. He therefore sin- 
cerely joins in hoping that Your Majesty will not be 
disheartened.” (January 31, 1886.) 


The Queen, in a tactfully tentative fashion, sug- 
gested a step in the peerage. She would like him to 
receive some public farewell mark of her regard : “ but 
he has all that she can give—unless she might offer 
him a dukedom ?”’ Permission was begged to decline 
the honour : 


‘‘ The kind words in which Your Majesty has ex- 
pressed approval of his conduct are very far more 
precious to him than any sort of title.” 


And so, to the appealing simplicity of her good- 


1 Letters of Queen Vicloria, 8rd series, vol. i. p. 34. 
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bye on the day that he gave up the seals and official 
communication ceased between them: 


“The Queen does not trust herself to dwell on 
parting with Lord Salisbury. It would quite upset 
her—for the loss to her is so great and she is so 
alone.” (February 5, 1886.) 


CHAPTER X 


THE HOME RULE BATTLE 
LORD SALISBURY’S SECOND MINISTRY, 1886 


THE seals were exchanged on February 6. By that 
time one initial uncertainty had been eliminated by 
Lord Hartington’s refusal to join the Government,—a 
refusal in which he was followed by the majority of 
the Whig leaders, though three of the most distin- 
guished among these—Mr. Goschen, Mr. Bright, and 
Mr. Forster—had, in fact, already separated them- 
selves from Mr. Gladstone on earlier issues.!. Mr. 
Chamberlain did not refuse office. It was neverthe- 
less reported that he was resolved against any tamper- 
ing with the supremacy of the Imperial Parliament, 
though, as Mr. Gladstone’s measure was not yet drafted, 
he was willing to give it the benefit of the doubt. 

The Conservative Opposition started at once upon 
their campaign against Home Rule in any form. Lord 
Salisbury, speaking at Hertford on the 17th of the 
month, prophesied that Mr. Gladstone would give the 
oyster to his new Parnellite allies and the shells, 
‘** properly decorated and illuminated,” to his old 
friends. The scheme would bristle with securities— 
which would be as valuable as other paper barricades : 

1 Mr. Goschen’s opposition to household suffrage in the counties had 
made it impossible for him to join Mr. Gladstone’s Cabinet in 1880; Mr. 


Forster had resigned from it over the Kilmainham Treaty in the spring of 
1882, and Mr. Bright over the bombardment of Alexandria the following 


summer, 
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no limitations could endure where the means for en- 
forcing them had been abandoned. He devoted a few 
sentences to the dangers which might ensue in the 
event of war or the menace of war, but in this, 
his first public speech upon the controversy, as in his 
Quarterly article of three years before, and in his 
private reply to Lord Carnarvon’s suggestion, he re- 
asserted, as his most vital objection to the change, 
the betrayal of Irishmen who had been loyal to Eng- 
land which it must entail. ‘‘ The dishonour involved 
is a far more serious consideration than any thought 
of Imperial danger and loss.’’ He added, with a 
touch of scorn, that if the avoidance of moral disgrace 
made no appeal, it was worth remembering that dis- 
loyalty could never be materially costless to a world- 
wide Empire “‘ which is maintained by the faith which 
men have that those who take your side will be sup- 
ported and upheld.” 

He made one more speech, in South London, and 
then went abroad to the Riviera to snatch a holiday 
during the interval of waiting for the Bill’s produc- 
tion. But before going he transacted one piece of 
necessary business. Except for his share in the 
Queen’s confidential enquiries of Mr. Goschen, he had 
as yet had no communication with the leaders of the 
Liberal revolt. The hot partisan fighting of the last 
five years, culminating in the bitter recriminations 
of election time, had not made the path of co-opera- 
tion easy. ‘The revolters prided themselves upon 
being the champions of Liberal orthodoxy against the 
Home Rule heresy of their leader and they emphasised 
this claim by maintaining a continuous criticism of 
past Tory delinquencies which aroused a responsive, 
and at times outspoken, irritation on the Conservative 
back benches. A definite understanding at the centre 
was becoming essential if the defenders of the Union 
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were to pull their full weight. Lord Salisbury knew 
Lord Hartington to speak to, and that was all. The 
Whig chief was a sportsman whose leisure was mostly 
spent in the hunting-field, at his Club, or on the race- 
course. In the difference of their personal tastes and 
interests, as much as in their hitherto unbroken poli- 
tical antagonism, their lives had touched one another 
as little as was possible in two Englishmen belonging 
to the same class and owning the same social tradi- 
tions. But the directness of temper, which was their 
common possession, provided a foundation for their 
alliance whose solidity, as the event proved, required 
no buttressing from common habits or cultural sym- 
pathy. 

On the evening before Lord Salisbury left England, 
Lord Hartington called to see him at Arlington Street. 
The visit is referred to in a letter from the former to 
Mr. Goschen, in replying to one protesting against 
some provocative Tory language in the House of 
Commons. The Tory chief retorted by complaining 
of an attack upon the late Government which had 
just been delivered by Sir Henry James, one of the 
Liberal Unionist leaders, in language which even 
suggested a tentative of re-approach to Mr. Gladstone. 


‘*I was so much puzzled by James’s speech that 
I asked Hartington to let me have a talk with him and 
he very kindly came here. The upshot of an hour’s 
talk was, I think, this—that there seems to be no 
obstacle to our acting together to resist Home Rule 
—but any further co-operation is not within the field 
of practical politics at present.” (March 4, 1886.) 


According to a report of this interview which the 
writer of this letter made to his family the same even- 
ing, he was not alone in seeking reassurance. There 
were many rumours at the time, industriously circulated 
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and generally credited among Gladstonians, of a Tory 
intention of repeating the manceuvre of ’67 by “ dish- 
ing the Whigs ” over Home Rule. Perhaps a recollec- 
tion of the part which the present Tory leader had 
played on the earlier occasion helped the. ease with 
which his visitor’s doubts on the point appear to have 
been set at rest: ‘‘ He asked me whether I could 
assure him that the Conservative party would resist 
Home Rule to the end. I told him” (and there was 
a reminiscent surliness of tone as he repeated the 
words) ‘‘‘ Certainly ;—of course! ’—and that was 
all.”’ But it was sufficient. In the future there were 
differences of temperament to be accommodated be- 
tween the two men in working together; but it is safe 
to say that, from the time of this first meeting, no 
shadow of uneasiness ever visited either of them as to 
the other’s constancy or sincerity of purpose. 

A month was spent at Monte Carlo, where, to the 
delight of his family and friends, Lord Salisbury was 
safeguarded from the temptations peculiar to the 
place by being refused admittance to the Casino on 
account of his unconventional style of dress. It was 
during this visit that the charm of the coast and the 
discomforts of hotel life combined to determine Lord 
and Lady Salisbury to provide themselves with a 
permanent home of their own there. Lord Rowton, 
who was also stopping at Monte Carlo, helped in 
prospecting for a satisfactory site, and found one for 
them on the mountain-side above Beaulieu—at that 
time a small village boasting only a single hotel, one 
street, and two or three villas. The purchase of the 
land was concluded that year, though it was not until 
four or five years later that a house was built upon it 
and became ready for occupation. 

Echoes from the hubbub which he had left behind 
him reached Lord Salisbury daily through the post. 
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Colleagues and supporters were not a little scandal- 
ised at his absence while ‘‘ the greatest parliamentary 
battle since that of 1832” was in preparation. But 
he refused to be moved from his quiescent expectancy. 
No tactical decisions could be taken till the scheme 
was revealed. ‘‘ I shall come back,’’ he wrote to Lord 
Cranbrook, “‘ as soon as he (Mr. Gladstone) graciously 
allows us to do business—but not till then ” (March 22, 
1886). Excitement among the gossips rose higher 
with Mr. Chamberlain’s resignation, which was sent 
in on March 15. It was not accepted or publicly an- 
nounced until a fortnight later, but during the interval 
he talked freely with Tory acquaintance in the House 
of Commons. Mr. Balfour sent a detailed summary 
of one such conversation to his uncle, quoting among 
other things an indignant complaint of the Radical 
leader as to the weakness of government in England : 
her executive was too much at the mercy of the elected 
body. Lord Salisbury was amused. | 


To Mr. Balfour, March 29, 1886. 


‘*Many thanks for your very interesting précis 
of the conversation with Chamberlain. I quite agree 
with you that, as long as you can work with them, 
they are much more satisfactory allies than the Whigs. 
I am glad to see Chamberlain coming to the idea that 
a representative body interfering with every detail 
of executive Government is incompatible with strong 
government. But before you have a strong demo- 
cratic Government, freed from this thorn in the flesh, 
you must follow the example of the U.S. and have 
‘fundamental laws,’ which could only be altered by 
special machinery. With us, the feebleness of our 
government is our security—the only one we have,—- 
against revolutionary alterations of our laws.” 


Everyone prophesied; no one knew; and the 
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prophecies varied in direction with every post. Mr. 
Chamberlain had taken his leap with no certainty 
of support and warned his new allies of probable 
defeat. Lord Randolph, who took a more sanguine 
view, wrote several letters to his chief—discussing 
the alternatives to be considered in the event of the 
Bill’s rejection. He and others dreaded an immediate 
dissolution—it would be too soon after the late 
elections to make a conversion of votes possible. 
Lord Salisbury disagreed. A dissolution directly upon 
the Home Rule issue, and while the domestic quarrel 
was still vigorous in the Liberal ranks, was the thing 
to hope for, though he was sceptical as to the proba- 
bility of any great movement being aroused in the 
country on the subject : 


‘“T doubt any popular stirring on this question. 
The instinctive feeling of an Englishman is to get 
rid of an Irishman. We may gain as many votes 
as Parnell takes from us. I doubt more. Where we 
shall gain is in splitting up our opponents.” (March 31.) 


He returned to England on April 3—five days 
before the introduction of the Bill,—and was at once 
plunged into the consultations for which his colleagues 
had been clamouring. 


“IT have seen our people to-day,’ he reported to 
his wife on the 4th. ‘“‘ It seems to be pretty certain 
that the Bill will not pass the H. of C. Iddesleigh, 
Beach, and Randolph all agree in wishing for a pure 
Whig Government, supported by us. They all shy 
the idea of a dissolution—but I believe that is the 
money. I am afraid of the pure Whig experiment—we 
should quarrel. A Gladstonian dissolution on Home 
Rule will be best.”” (April 4, 1886.) 


His aversion from the pure Whig experiment did 
not extend to present collaboration with the Whig 
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leader. He saw him the next morning at Devonshire 
House, and thenceforward communication between 
them was constant throughout the session. Even 
when some question as to debating tactics in the 
House of Commons was at issue, Lord Hartington 
continued to approach his allies through the inter- 
mediary of their chief in the Lords instead of directly 
in the lobbies of his own House. It was perhaps 
fortunate that the embryo coalition was thus kept 
detached in its central direction from the petty agita- 
tions and personal intrigues which haunt the lobbies 
of the House of Commons during periods of party 
upheaval. 

In standards of conduct and singleness of aim, 
sympathy between the two leaders was complete ; in 
political opinion there was little, if any, difference 
discoverable between them; but the peculiar char- 
acteristics, which had for so long given life to the 
artificial unity of the Liberal party, still survived and 
were responsible for many a private grumble in 
Arlington Street against the ‘‘ Whig mentality.” To 
keep their group a separate entity; to leave a door 
still open for eventual reconciliation with the main 
body, from which it had been severed; above all, to 
preserve their right to the sacred name of Liberal, 
with all the emotions and traditions which it embodied, 
was still a dominant anxiety among the Whig leaders. 
It expressed itself in their tactical policy. Lord 
Salisbury urged that the collaboration between the 
allies should from the first be publicly advertised. 
Mr. Goschen agreed with him, and under his influence 
his colleagues, greatly daring, consented to appear on 
the same platform with the Tory leaders at a meeting 
in the Covent Garden Opera House, called on April 14 
to inaugurate the campaign against the just-presented 
Bill. The meeting itself proved an unqualified success 
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of unanimity and enthusiasm, and aroused much ex- 
citement among sympathisers in the press and in 
London. But some of their constituents remonstrated 
with the Liberal leaders who took part in it. They 
saw their reputations as Liberals endangered, and it 
was decided that the experiment must not be repeated 
and all community of platforms eschewed for the 
future. 

Mr. Goschen, himself disappointed, wrote to excuse 
and explain the decision come to. “It is not,” he 
said, ‘“‘ that there is hostility to the Conservatives 
exactly,—but the fear of appearing to be friendly to 
them.” Lord Salisbury replied, rather grimly: “I 
will not say that I can understand the feeling of which 
you speak—but I recognise its existence. In fact, I 
read your letter in Hartington’s face last Wednesday ” 
(April 21). To a Tory friend in the provinces, who 
had written to lament the consequences of this de- 
cision in his own locality, he described the position : 
‘“‘ Their view seems to be that, in allying themselves 
with us, they are contracting a mésalliance; and 
though they are very affectionate in private, they 
don’t like shewing us to their friends till they have 
had time to prepare them for the shock” (April 22). 
The metaphor pleased him, and he used often to in- 
demnify himself for any annoyance felt by demure 
elaborations of it in his letters and conversation. 

Unfortunately, he was in his own person peculiarly 
out of sympathy with the sentiment which, whether 
directly or in their recognition of its presence among 
their followers, was so prominent in the Liberal 
Unionist leaders. During that session many stories 
were current in London society as to the pain which the 
breach with their party caused to individuals among 
them; of middle-aged men whose eyes filled with 
tears as they spoke of it; of confessions that all 
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savour was gone for them from public life; of ex- 
pressions of passionate anger, which even in Tory eyes 
seemed exaggerated, against the chief who, because of 
his own change of opinion and not theirs, had thus 
driven them into the wilderness. When such stories 
were repeated to Lord Salisbury, he would merely 
shrug his shoulders in incomprehension. He was 
appealed to to put himself in the place of his new 
friends ;—if the position had been reversed would he 
not have felt the same as towards his own party ? 
“Certainly not!” he replied promptly. He might 
suffer, he said, in the incidental breaking of individual 
friendships, but, for the rest, if his party were to 
abandon the principles for which he gave it his 
support, ‘I should walk for the last time down the 
steps of the Carlton Club, without casting a glance or 
a regret behind me.” 

This self-presentation was undoubtedly accurate. 
It was, indeed, his entire lack of party sentiment which 
made him such an uncompromising party fighter. He 
fought always for a cause, never for a flag, or a tradi- 
tion, ora name. Therefore the ethics which governed 
his conduct were those of war, not those of the 
cricket field. Sportsmanlike amenities, proper to a 
struggle for prize or pre-eminence, were out of place 
in a battle. Every advantage against his opponents 
that chance or circumstance offered must be pressed 
home; no means for victory that honour allowed must 
be neglected ; in its inspiration, in fact, his partisan- 
ship was scarcely distinguishable from his patriotism. 
He felt strongly the claim of personal loyalty to com- 
rades in the fight ; but the party as a corporate entity 
he saw only as a necessary piece of mechanism, and of 
mechanism largely associated with the more petty and 
sordid sides of public life. From such a standpoint 
it was useless to attempt sympathy with the sorrows 
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of his Liberal Unionist friends,—the best that he 
could achieve was silent tolerance of an unintelligible 
emotion. , 

Their regrets did not impair their activity. By 
agreement, the foremost place in the struggle, both in 
the House and in the country, was conceded to be 
theirs until the critical division should be over. But 
their allies were not altogether silent, and one of Lord 
Salisbury’s speeches—delivered at St. James’s Hall 
on May 15—requires mention for two passages in 
it which became notorious through the use which his 
opponents made of them. They were of very different 
importance. One supplied an instructive example of 
the dangers of rhetorical illustration. He was disput- 
ing the contention that we ought to show confidence 
in the Irish people by giving them independent repre- 
sentative government. The claim of any population 
to this precise expression of confidence depended upon 
their characteristics: ‘‘ You would not confide free 
representative institutions to the Hottentots, for in- 
stance.” Then going on, as he said, up the scale, he 
quoted the populations of India,—‘‘ although finer 
specimens of human character you will hardly find than 
some among them,’’—Russians, Greeks,—as people 
for whom such institutions were unsuitable, closing 
with a more generally exclusive statement: ‘‘ When 
you come to narrow it down you will find that this,— 
which is called self-government but is really govern- 
ment by the majority,—works admirably when it is 
confided to people who are of Teutonic race, but that 
it does not work so well when people of other races 
are called upon to join in it.”’ The Irish would be 
naturally included and were probably intended to 
be included in this final negative, in dignified com- 
panionship with the Latin peoples. But the fatally 
vigorous suggestion conveyed in the opening sentence 
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was ineffaceable, and for the next half-dozen years it 
would be safe to say that there was not one Liberal 
meeting in ten at which some speaker did not repeat 
the assertion, that Lord Salisbury had declared Irish- 
men to be on a level with Hottentots. 

The other instance was of more solid importance, 
and its quotation by his opponents was more subtly 
misapplied. Early in the speech he had spoken of his 
attitude towards Coercion, and had repudiated, as he 
had often done before, any policy of restraint upon 
ordered freedom, while insisting upon the duty of en- 
forcing laws against crime, even when it was adventi- 
tiously associated with politics by the “ peculiar 
methods of propaganda ”’ in the form of murder, out- 
rage, and boycotting, in which Irishmen indulged. The 
incriminated phrase was quite detached from this 
passage, appearing at the close of his argument in 
reply to the repeated and culminating contention of his 
adversaries, that the opponents of Home Rule had no 
alternative to offer. 


** My alternative policy is that Parliament should 
enable the Government of England to govern Ireland. 
Apply that receipt honestly, consistently, and reso- 
lutely for twenty years and at the end of that time 
you will find that Ireland will be fit to accept any 
gifts in the way of local government or repeal of 
coercion laws that you may wish to give her. What 
she wants is government,—government that does not 
flinch, that does not vary; government that she 
cannot hope to beat down by agitations at West- 
minster; government that does not alter in its 
resolutions or its temperature by the party changes 
which take place at Westminster.” 


Epitomised sarcastically as ‘‘ twenty years’ resolute 
government,” or frankly paraphrased as twenty years 
of Coercion, this recommendation figured in innumer- 
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able political perorations as embodying the quint- 
essence of Tory tyranny and ineptitude. Partisan 
critics, resolved on incomprehension, missed a charge 
to which the speaker was fairly open. The witness 
of history and of the experience of other countries 
with populations at the outset as mutually antag- 
onistic could be called to justify the belief that there 
was no impossibility in the nature of things in achiev- 
ing contentment for Ireland under a steady course of 
government by England. But hopes which depended 
for their fulfilment upon the chance of twenty years’ 
continuous purpose at Westminster must be charged 
with delusive optimism, and could hardly have in- 
spired a genuinely satisfying confidence in the author 
of ‘‘ Disintegration.” 


There is no need to dwell upon the history of the 
great House of Commons’ battle over the Home Rule 
Bill of 1886. Its interest as a battle hinged upon the 
fact, which became more apparent as the solidifying 
of individual opinion enabled heads to be counted, 
that the result would depend upon the still indeter- 
minate number whom Mr. Chamberlain could induce 
to vote with him. The debate on the second reading 
of the Bill was prolonged by repeated adjournment 
over the portentous period of six weeks, while the great 
parliamentarian in charge of it strove by successive 
changes of front to secure the needful support from 
among this doubtful element. He failed, but was so 
near success that a week before the date of the division 
Mr. Chamberlain proposed to his allies to let the de- 
cision go by default by leaving the House in a body 
when the division was called. Mr. Gladstone, as a 
last resort, had engaged to accept the vote as a declara- 
tion of principle only, binding no one as to the Bill’s 
provisions, and had promised to withdraw it imme- 
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diately after the vote was taken. Mr. Chamberlain sug- 
gested that the Opposition might fairly refuse to take 
part in such a farcical waste of public time and might 
thus escape the risk of defeat. Lord Hartington reported 
the suggestion without comment to Lord Salisbury, 
who replied that, having consulted with his friends, 
he had found them unanimous with himself in reject- 
ing it. 

This display of hesitation at the last moment, by a 
man whose grit and will for victory were unquestion- 
able, was typical of the strain under which all nerves 
were suffering from the prolonged uncertainty of the 
conflict. The strain broke on that night of June 8 
—or rather, in the small hours of the next morn- 
ing—at the moment when the Unionist tellers 
appeared on the right of the row facing the Speaker, 
and the victors springing to their feet, mounting on 
the benches, waving hats and order-papers, broke 
into a roar of cheers which rose and fell through long 
minutes of uncontrollable liberation. There was no 
question as to the spontaneity of the outburst any 
more than of that of the answering shout of triumph 
which came from the crowd of Ulstermen who were 
awaiting the verdict outside, and who gave final ex- 
pression to their relief by seizing upon Lord Harting- 
ton as he issued from the Chamber and carrying him 
shoulder high round the Central Lobby. In their case, 
their own future destinies were at stake, but it is 
interesting to note, as bearing upon mass psychology, 
that neither the English nor the Scottish members, 
whose enthusiasm made the scene memorable, nor 
any of their constituents, had the slightest personal 
or direct interest in the result. 

Lord Salisbury was at Hatfield, where the news 
reached him in a telegram! for which one of his sons 
1 This was before the days of public telephoning. 
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waited at the post office, disturbing the slumbers of 
the little town with his cheers as he ran up the hill 
with it at three in the morning. That Lord Salisbury, 
disdainful as he habitually was of unnecessary emo- 
tion, should have waited up to that hour for a result 
which he could have read five hours later in the 
morning papers was, perhaps, within its degree, as 
striking a witness as any other to the state of feeling 
which prevailed. 

An immediate dissolution was announced, and for 
the Conservative leader the next three weeks were 
strenuous with electioneering labours of a specialised 
kind. At an early stage he had pledged his word that, 
so far as his influence and that of his central organisa- 
tion could prevail, no man who voted against the Bill 
should be opposed by a Conservative at the ensuing 
elections. It was not an easy pledge to implement. 
It was only seven months since the men who were 
thus to be safeguarded had, each in his own constitu- 
ency, embodied “‘ the enemy ” to its uncompromising 
provincial Tories: since his success had been con- 
tested with all the energy that they owned; and 
since—especially where he was a follower of Mr. 
Chamberlain—he had been identified with attacks 
upon the principles and institutions which they most 
cherished. And the bitterest drop in the cup was that, 
since the Gladstonians had sworn to fight the seat of 
every seceder, regardless of consequences, it was in 
many instances certain victory in a three-cornered 
contest that the Conservative candidate was called 
upon to renounce, and that, perhaps, in the only seat 
through which he had a chance of entering Parliament 
or one for which he had been fighting unavailingly for 
years. That, under such circumstances, out of ninety- 
three Liberals who voted against the Bill there were 
only six who were either opposed by Conservatives or 
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forced to retire in their favour, witnessed to a sub- 
stantial achievement in patriotic self-suppression. 

Mr. Douglas and Captain Middleton worked hard 
for this result, and their chief assisted by appeals in 
his public speeches and through a copious private 
correspondence when difficulties arose. He protested, 
indeed, in a letter to Mr. Goschen, that it was im- 
possible for him to act as a ‘‘ Court of Appeal in indi- 
vidual cases.”” But in the same letter he mentions 
that he is “‘ pressing as hard as he can upon M.,”— 
has failed with W.,—“‘ is doing all he possibly can in 
the S. case,’’—and “fears that T. is in a state of open 
rebellion.”” As other letters show him to have been 
intervening, directly or indirectly,—though always in 
language of scrupulous respect for local independence 
—in at least three other constituencies, the ‘‘ im- 
possibility ’? evidently admitted of qualification. His 
task was not complete even when a clear field had been 
secured for the Liberal Unionist: there are a number 
of letters urging provincial leaders to back such candi- 
dates with “a support as cordial and united as if he 
were a Conservative.” 

He stayed to see this work through, and on 
July 1, when the elections opened, started for Royat 
in the Auvergne. He expected victory, but hoped 
that Mr. Gladstone would meet Parliament and thus 
give him time for a ‘‘ cure”’ which his doctors had 
ordered. But on the 21st a telegram from Osborne 
informed him that the Liberal chief had resigned and 
summoned him to return to England as quickly as 
possible. The covering letter met him in London. 


From the Queen, July 22, 1886. 


‘‘The Queen is grieved to have to recall Lord 
Salisbury so hurriedly from Royaét, but she had no 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 164. 
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alternative and she hopes that his cure will only have 
been shortened by two or three days. 

““The Queen, ‘having accepted Mr. Gladstone’s 
resignation as soon as he tendered it on Tuesday, and 
Lord Salisbury having by far the largest majority, 
she at once appeals to him to undertake to form a 
Government, and as strong a one as he possibly can 
form to prevent the recurrence of frequent changes 
which are so bad for the country, not to speak of the 
serious inconvenience and anxiety they are to the 
Queen. Lord Salisbury knows what confidence she 
reposes in him. 

‘It seems to her to be a time when every nerve 
should be strained, every personal and party feeling 
should be set aside for the public good, and it would 
be a great thing and what the country earnestly wishes 
for and expects, if he could secure the assistance of 
some of the Liberal Unionists.” 


The elections had testified to a greater ‘‘ popular 
stirring” than he had anticipated. The Home Rule 
Bill had been defeated in the dissolved House by a 
majority of 30; the majority returned against it in 
the new House was 118. Some 20 of the Liberal 
Unionists had lost their seats, but the Conservatives 
had increased their numbers by 70, and were 40 more 
than the Gladstonians and the Parnellites combined. 
But they were still 20 short of a majority of the whole 
House, and Lord Hartington’s and Mr. Chamberlain’s 
followers held the balance. The Conservative gains 
were mainly in the southern counties and the large 
towns,—London leading the way with a majority for 
the Union of nearly 6 to 1 :—51 for, and 9 against. 


To Lord Cranbrook, July 10, 1886.—Royat. 


‘Many thanks for your very kind letter of con- 
gratulations. As far as the Conservatives are concerned 
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I think the polls have been very satisfactory. I 
am sorry so many of the Unionists have lost their 
seats. It is a good deal their own fault,—for they have 
so systematically snubbed us that I have no doubt our 
people voted rather languidly. They had much better, 
as we wished, have come on our platforms and let us 
come on theirs. 

“ Seotland has come out worse than we expected. 
When you and I were first in the House of Commons 
how little we should have expected that you would 
ever be able to write, ‘ London is really the base of 
Tory principles.’ ” 


To Lord Bath, July 10, 1886.—Roydt. 


“I am very sorry for the Unionist reverses, but in 
some instances it has been their own fault. If they 
had spoken out like Chamberlain and J. Collings— 
still more if they had deigned to let us appear on their 
platforms, our people would have supported them 
more strenuously. But they would imagine they could 
convert the Gladstonites.”’ 


As soon as the verdict of the constituencies became 
clear, letters flowed out to Royat conveying the views 
of colleagues and followers as to what they expected 
of their chief in the opportunity about to be offered to 
him. While prepared for coalition, there was practical 
unanimity against the nomination of a Whig Prime 
Minister. Sir Michael Beach wrote almost pathetically 
to express the hope that nothing that had passed would 
make Lord Salisbury feel bound, at all events, “ to 
initiate an arrangement in which I am sure no one 
who has served under you would acquiesce without 
something more than pain.” But Lord Salisbury did 
not agree. He arrived in London on Friday the 23rd 
and saw Sir Michael the same evening. The next 
morning, before going on to Osborne, he went across 
to Devonshire House and pressed Lord Hartington to 
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accept the Premiership. He reported the result the 
same evening. 


To Sir Michael Hicks Beach, July 24, 1886.—Osborne. 


‘“‘T went to Hartington this morning and laid before 
him as clearly as I could the reasons which induced us 
to think that the new Ministry should be formed by 
him and not by me. I frankly explained to him all 
the difficulties which stood in our path and which we 
discussed last night. He combated my arguments in 
his usual sleepy manner, but he evidently had made 
up his mind, for he ended in pulling out a MS. and 
reading out a considerable extract setting out his 
reasons for refusing. I declined to take any immediate 
negative and remained arguing with him till I was 
forced to catch the train. It was then agreed that 
he should see his friends to-day and send their formal 
reply to-night. I hinted that the Queen might wish 
to receive the refusal and the reasons for it from his 
own lips, but he strongly deprecated any such sum- 
mons, and indeed, the terms of his written reply leave 
no room for it. I have just received that reply. I will 
send it to you to-morrow—I am keeping it to copy for 
the Queen now. The gist of it is that he means to 
keep the Unionist Liberals together ; that if he joined 
us, Chamberlain would be left with so small a following 
that he would have no choice but to slide back into 
Gladstonianism. His other great objection was that, 
on account of the relative numbers, any Government 
he might form would have to rely upon the Con- 
servatives so completely that the electors would never 
be persuaded that he had not become a Conservative, 
and he was doubtful whether either he or Henry James 
would be re-elected. 

** The terms of the letter are so decisive as to leave 
no room for negotiation. 

‘I told Randolph this morning that I had pressed 
you to go to Ireland.” 


The few hours spent in London had been fully 
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employed. Not only had the alternative of Prime 
Ministers been settled, but also the most important 
feature of the new Cabinet. Sir Michael had definitely 
refused to continue in the Commons leadership and 
that Friday evening the two colleagues had arranged 
that, failing Lord Hartington’s acceptance, it should 
be offered to Lord Randolph Churchill,—a challenging 
though inevitable nomination. 

From Osborne the only letter which Lord Salisbury 
seems to have written on the subject of his new 
Cabinet was one explaining to its recipient his in- 
ability to include him in it. It was to Lord Carnarvon. 
The precedence which he gave to it, the language used 
in it,—indeed, the fact that he should have thought 
any explanation necessary under actual circumstances 
—witnessed to relations that must be taken into 
account in interpreting some of the mistakes of his 
previous Ministry. 


To Lord Carnarvon, July 25, 1886. 


‘**T have tried hard to induce Hartington to take 
the Prime Minister’s place. He has definitely refused 
and I have therefore kissed hands to-day. I think I 
ought to write to you before I write to anyone else 
to explain the peculiar position I am in. I am repre- 
senting, more than anything else, the mandate of the 
country to resist Home Rule. The country does not 
understand nuances, and the new Government will 
have to do its best to maintain the law, while refusing 
any satisfaction to ‘national aspirations.’ We can 
give to Ireland no separate existence, beyond what 
we give to England and Scotland. 

“T have no difficulty in undertaking this task, 
whether its promise of success is poor or ample, for it 
is in accordance with the convictions I have all along 
entertained. I am equally conscious that it is in- 
consistent with those which you have expressed, not 
only in private but publicly. It would be impossible 


312 LORD SALISBURY 


for you to join, while this particular crisis lasts, without 
exposing either yourself or the other members of the 
Government to the suspicion that, either on one side 
or the other, convictions on this vital question were 
being tampered with. 

‘“T have stated my own views briefly and plainly as 
I was bound to do, but I am well aware that the objec- 
tion would be even stronger from your side to joining 
our councils with the programme I have mentioned. 

‘“‘T am very sorry for our temporary separation, 
but the point on which we differ has become the 
paramount question of the day, in which all others are 
absorbed. I do not know what the issue will be. 
Heaven defend the right ! ”’ 


He had decided to relinquish the Foreign Office. 
In search of a substitute he turned first to Lord Lyons, 
as to a man of proved wisdom, of unrivalled intimacy 
with European politics, and of whose capacity for 
working with and under himself he had had full experi- 
ence. Sir Philip Currie was sent over to Paris to 
try and induce acceptance. But the old ambassador 
declined to embark on such a revolutionary change 
of status, and Lord Cranbrook reluctantly refused a 
similar invitation on account of his ignorance of 
French. Lord Iddesleigh was finally chosen. Sir 
Michael Hicks Beach took the post of most immediate 
executive importance as Chief Secretary for Ireland, 
and the composition of the rest of the Cabinet was 
completed without incident.1 


1 The Cabinet of 1886 was as follows : 


First Lord of the Treasury, Lord War Office, Mr. W. H. Smith. 
Salisbury. India Office, Lord Cross. 

Foreign Office, Lord Iddesleigh. Colonial Office, Mr. E. Stanhope. 

Exchequer, Lord Randolph Churchill. Admiralty, Lord G. Hamilton. 

Chief Secretary, Sir Michael Beach. Duchy of Lancaster, Lord John 


Lord Chancellor, Lord Halsbury. Manners. 
President of the Council, Lord Cran- Board of Trade, Lord Stanley. 
brook. Irish Chancellor, Lord Ashbourne. 


Home Office, Mr. Henry Matthews. 
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A combined meeting of the Whig and Radical 
Unionist parties was called at Devonshire House to 
speed the new Ministry on its way. Lord Hartington 
and Mr. Chamberlain announced their intention of 
giving it a general support. Mr. Chamberlain’s speech 
was rather aggressively detached. But he proved better 
than his word and no difficulties arose in the subse- 
quent working of the alliance, though for this first year 
he avowedly rode loose to it, and his relations with 
Ministers were limited to a personal intimacy with 
Lord Randolph. Lord Hartington maintained with 
the Prime Minister a continuous and responsible inter- 
course whose surface was never ruffled unless by an 
occasional nervousness on his part lest the Govern- 
ment should not prove sufficiently Conservative. 

Certain necessary financial business had been cut 
short by the dissolution and Parliament met in the 
middle of August for a fragmentary session. Lady 
Salisbury went over to Puys, her husband’s hopes of 
following her being continually postponed by the 
onslaught of obstruction with which the Irish members 
inaugurated the new régime. His son Robert, who 
had just taken his degree at Oxford, was his com- 
panion at Hatfield. He reported to his mother a 
conversation which was illuminating as to Lord 
Salisbury’s attitude towards his present post,—the 
necessary deductions being made for the careless 
exaggerations of intimate talk. 


‘‘T went for a walk to-day with my father and he 
dilated on his powerlessness to control foreign policy. 
He said, ‘ People make a distinction between principles 
and details, but the distinction is only valuable as an 
intellectual assistance. In practice, everything is done 
by the arrangement and execution of the details. The 
Prime Minister may lay down the broad principles of 
foreign policy, but those principles can only be carried 
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out by the judicious execution of a number of details, 
and if the Prime Minister attempts to interfere in 
these latter, the only result is confusion. And the 
same is true with respect to all the executive,—though 
not the legislative,—part of the Government. Glad- 
stone is a good instance of the power of the Prime 
Minister in legislation, but he has never achieved any- 
thing whatever in the executive part of his adminis- 
trations.’ ‘ Then,’ said I, ‘ you regard your office as 
a kind of fifth wheel of the coach?’ ‘ Yes, as far as 
the executive is concerned. It is an office of infinite 
worry but very little power.’ ”’ 


At the close of the letter the writer summarises his 
report, irreverently but reassuringly, for his mother’s 
benefit : ‘‘ Altogether he is rather rampageous, hates 
his office, but is in very good health.” (August 25, 
1886.) 


CHAPTER XI 


1886 


LORD RANDOLPH CHURCHILL 


** Lorp RaNnpDotpu is rather nervous of the promotion 
proposed for him,’’ Lord Salisbury reported to the 
Queen on the Monday of his return from Osborne. 
It was a nervousness shared by many onlookers when 
the appointment was published. The new Chancellor 
of the Exchequer and Leader of the House of Commons 
was only thirty-six years old, the youngest man in the 
Cabinet, with an official experience limited to the 
seven months’ Ministry of the previous year. Besides 
this, the audacity of his controversial methods and his 
tendency to borrow the language, if not the substance, 
of Radical appeal, had made him suspect to the more 
sober elements in the party. But his pre-eminence, 
both in the House and on the platform, was so indis- 
putable that no serious protest was made against the 
nomination. The colleagues over whose heads he was 
promoted made no demur. It has been noted by other 
observers how far personal jealousies were at a dis- 
count in the political atmosphere of those days, and 
the very recklessness of Lord Randolph’s temper was 
peculiarly unprovocative of them. There were one 
or two men who had particularly resented his “ fourth 
party” impertinences in the past whose feelings were 
consulted by a transference from the close propinquity 
316 
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of his front bench to the House of Lords. For the 
rest, most of his colleagues credited him with such 
an authority over the electorate and intimacy with 
its mentality as to inspire them with an almost super- 
stitious reverence. Consciously preparing themselves 
for the concessions which they felt to be inevitable 
for a Government in a minority, they looked upon 
him—even those who were least in sympathy with 
him—as an oracle whose pronouncements it would be 
perilous to disregard. More than one of these grave 
counsellors took occasion at this time to warn their 
chief earnestly against yielding to his Tory prejudices 
in the partnership that was opening. 

That chief, in meditating upon its prospects, was 
in fact more occupied with a problem of personality 
than with one of political programmes. Two issues 
of the experiment were possible, but neither suggested 
hesitation. Lord Randolph’s disability for the com- 
promises and self-suppressions of public life had been 
acutely brought home to the Prime Minister in the 
previous winter. But his youth and the touch of 
genius that was in him made all evolutions of char- 
acter possible. In the larger and more responsible 
opportunity which was offered by his promotion, he 
might develop the capacity for discipline which had 
been lacking, and in that case a brilliant accomplish- 
ment was ensured. If, on the other hand, he should 
prove incapable of such development, a rupture must 
follow, whatever were the office that he held, and when 
the moment came he would find less support in the 
Cabinet and party if his claims had already been 
recognised to the utmost. Such, roughly speaking, 
was the reasoning with which Lord Salisbury pre- 
pared himself to embark upon what he looked on as 
a testing experiment. The possibility of either alter- 
native was faced from the first, but so far as could be 
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discerned from any external expression, his judgment 
was still in suspense as to their rival probabilities. 

Everything went smoothly at the outset. During 
the brief September session, Lord Randolph surprised 
even his admirers by the dignity and unprovocative 
skill of his leadership. The question of the reform of 
parliamentary procedure—which had caused such 
Cabinet heartburning in the winter—became, under 
the combined influence of Parnellite obstruction and 
a high thermometer, in a fair way to be settled in 
accordance with the most drastic of his proposals. 
Lord Salisbury’s letters to his wife record his own 
progress towards conversion. 


*“‘ Our affairs here are going on pretty well. Ran- 
dolph did very well last night and has obtained general 
applause. The Unionists are in a good temper—the 
Irish very angry. It is thought that they mean to 
obstruct for a week or so to satisfy their employers— 
but it remains to be seen whether they will stop then.” 
(August 20, 1886.) 

‘““'Things go on very slowly and our chances of 
getting away are not improving. I have received a 
request that I would go to Balmoral for three or four 
days. .. . But I have energetically protested that 
such an arrangement would finally knock me up. Our 
lives are uneventful enough while dancing attendance 
on the Irish. Last night Randolph and I dined at 
a man’s dinner with Arthur, to meet discontented 
M.P.s,—a tiresome set they were. To-day I have 
been sent for to console a discontented mother '— 
Lady M. Fortunately, there was a steady flow of 
aged Duchesses calling, and she could only blow me 
up in brief intervals.” (August 26.) 

“‘Heat awful, and no immediate prospect of a 
respite from amendments in the Commons. I sleep 
generally at Hatfield but have to come up nearly 
every day.” (August 30.) 


1 Of a disappointed candidate for office. 
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“The situation has not improved—except that it 
has taken to raining instead of blazing. But the 
parliamentary prospects are worse than ever... . 
Everybody is becoming a convert to the necessity of 
some kind of cléture. Under the influence of the 
recent hot weather my principles have entirely broken 
down.” (September 2.) 

There was a healthy note of mutual chaff in the 
reason which he assigned, a fortnight later, for not 
leaving England until the House adjourned... . 
‘“‘ When Randolph hints that, if I go, he is capable of 
all kinds of monkey tricks, I feel he can be as good as 
his word ” (September 17). 


The first sign of trouble came in his own domain 
of foreign affairs. This year, once more, Bulgaria 
broke into the autumn holiday of Europe with a sen- 
sational happening; the midnight outbreak of a 
mutiny in the Prince’s palace; his kidnapping by a 
group of his own officers and conveyance the same 
night across the frontier ; his unexplained disappear- 
ance, voluntary or involuntary, for several days 
following; his reappearance, no one knew from 
whence, and return to Sofia amidst the acclamations 
of his people; and, lastly, the immediate silencing of 
these by a surrender to his adversaries, which had 
evidently been resolved upon in the interval. The 
day after his re-arrival in his capital, he issued a 
proclamation of abdication, and within forty-eight 
hours had again left the country, this time to vanish 
finally from the stage of European politics. 

The whole episode did not cover a fortnight, and 
in its detail remained mysterious. But, unlike that 
of the year before, it did not expand into an inter- 
national disturbance. A group of native statesmen 
formed themselves into a regency and were successful 
in preventing any excuse for external intervention, 
though for some months the fear of such kept Euro- 
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pean diplomacy on tenter-hooks. But the incident 
became the occasion for a discussion on Near East 
policy in the British Cabinet which inspired the first 
note of anxiety as to its cohesion that appears in this 
correspondence. 


To the Queen,' September 7, 1886. 


“Lord Salisbury with his humble duty respect- 
fully submits that a Cabinet was held to-day, chiefly 
on Foreign Affairs. 

‘A certain number of the members were averse to 
the efforts which Lord Iddesleigh and Lord Salisbury 
had made to induce Prince Alexander to remain; but 
as those efforts were quite ineffectual it was not worth 
while to discuss them. But a larger question was 
dealt with, which, in the future, may be of supreme 
importance. A section of the Cabinet showed a strong 
inclination to depart from the traditional policy of 
this country of resisting the designs of Russia upon 
the Balkan Peninsula. Lord R. Churchill, Lord G. 
Hamilton, and Mr. Smith were the three who took this 
view. It was not shared by the majority of the 
Cabinet and therefore will not affect the policy of the 
Government. But it may at any moment produce 
difficulties, inside the Cabinet, of a serious kind.” 


To Lord Cranbrook, September 8, 1886. 


‘We had a rather disagreeable discussion in 
Cabinet, from which it appeared that three of the 
members — Churchill, Hamilton, and Smith — and 
possibly Beach—were disposed to abandon all effort 
to stay the progress of Russia in the Balkan Penin- 
sula, and even to see her in Constantinople without 
raising any objection. This difference of opinion will 
cause very serious trouble, I fear, before long.” 


‘‘ The Cabinet has taken to quarrelling over our 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 201. 
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old friend, the E.Q. How we shall hold together for 
twelve months I cannot conceive,’ was his brief 
reference to the same dispute in his correspondence 
with his wife. His fears on this precise point proved 
uncalled for. Balkan affairs did not in fact become 
more threatening and there is no record of further 
Cabinet discussions on the subject. There followed a 
dropping interchange of letters with Lord Randolph 
on foreign affairs. As regarded the application of 
policy to immediate action, the difference between 
them was slight. Lord Randolph was anxious that 
England should disinterest herself wholly from Balkan 
politics, take no initiative, and keep strictly behind the 
Central Powers. Nothing could have reconciled Lord 
Salisbury to a permanent renunciation of initiative 
and he looked upon Bulgarian independence as the 
surest safeguard against an ultimate breach with 
Russia. But for more reasons than one he was also 
opposed to any isolated interference in Bulgarian 
affairs, and agreed that “‘ we might safely back Austria 
and Germany.” 


But Lord Randolph was not content to let well 
alone or confine his views upon general policy to his 
chief’s ear. He recounts to him long conversations 
which he has had with the Russian and German am- 
bassadors, in which those views have been put forward 
with frankness and elaboration. Lord Salisbury makes 
no direct protest. A hint may be read into his criti- 
cism of Count Hatzfeldt’s methods : 


‘* He tells more to Rothschild than he does to you ; 
he tells more to you than he does to me; and he tells 
more to me than he does to Iddesleigh,—the person to 
whom it is his business to speak.’ (September 29.) 


Three days later the hint was unmistakable. Lord 
Salisbury was now at Puys. Lord Randolph had 
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written to complain of a message of encouragement 
to Sofia which he thought indicated a purpose of 
separate action, and had indulged, as a corollary, in 
a general denunciation of Lord Iddesleigh’s policy. 
Lord Salisbury replied placably ; the message sent 
was the right one, though he should have preferred it 
to have been sent in conjunction with other Powers ; 
he admitted that the management of the Foreign 
Office was open to criticism: ‘‘ Many things I press 
are not done and I am disquieted as to the result. I 
think Iddesleigh’s general views of policy are correct 
but I do not always sympathise with his methods.” 
Things would, he hoped, be better in this respect when 
he himself got back to England. But, like his corre- 
spondent, he was not happy about foreign affairs, 
though not, he added, entirely for the same reasons. 
His own view was that it was of primary importance 
to arrest Russia’s advance towards Constantinople ; he 
dwelt, as he had done before, on the uncontrollable 
indignation which her seizure of that city would arouse 
in this country. 


‘* It is for this reason that I shrink from abandoning 
ourselves wholly to Bismarck’s inspiration—as I think 
you wish. Germany is quite content that Russia 
should have Constantinople. Austria is not. I think, 
therefore, that we ought to give our diplomatic support 
to Austria for the present. I am therefore rather 
uneasy about foreign affairs—for I am afraid you are 
prepared to give up Constantinople, and foreign powers 
will be quick enough to find that divergence out.” 
(October 1, 1886.) 


Particularly when the parties to it were in independ- 
ent communication with foreign representatives. The 
conversations with the German ambassador continued, 
hints notwithstanding, and Count Hatzfeldt’s reports 
of them bulk largely in the published correspondence 
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of the German Foreign Office. In one of them Lord 
Randolph boasts of his ability to prevent his Govern- 
ment from making concessions to France, and in 
November Lord Salisbury reports to the Queen that 
there is opposition in the Cabinet—presumably in- 
spired by the Chancellor of the Exchequer—to certain 
negotiations with France about the Suez Canal which 
he and the Foreign Secretary are anxious to press 
forward. The state of irritation produced in him finds 
final expression in a letter to Lord George Hamilton, 
written just after Lord Randolph’s resignation. Lord 
George had criticised the recent policy of the Foreign 
Office as having been too exclusively dependent on 
Austria. 


To Lord George Hamilton, Christmas Day, 1886. 


“You must bear in mind that R. C.’s interference 
was incessant. I was very anxious to keep the Cabinet 
together and I deferred to him as much as I possibly 
could. The result was a rather composite policy. 
There were two points on which R. C. insisted,—one 
was that we should show no kind of civility to France, 
the other that we should not take an isolated or single 
position with respect to Eastern Europe. The neces- 
sary result of the first contention was that we must 
draw near to the two German Empires; the result 
of the other was that, not being allowed to act alone, 
we could only act in conjunction with Austria, the 
one State with which we agreed.”’ 


In November the autumn Cabinets began. The 
first meeting was followed by a despairing denunciation 
of his colleagues from Lord Randolph, reminiscent of 
similar outpourings in the previous winter: ‘“‘ It is 
an idle school- boy dream to suppose that Tories 


1 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. i. pp. 251-70 (Gr. Pol. der Eur.-Kab. vol. iv. chaps. 
Xxlii. and xxyv.). 
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can legislate. . . . I certainly have not the energy 
and courage to go on struggling against cliques, as 
poor Dizzy did all his life”? (November 6).1_ Lord 
Salisbury answered with an appeal for patience, 
accompanied by a painstaking effort to look at things 
from his correspondent’s standpoint. He urged the 
special compulsion upon Conservatives to legislate so 
as to satisfy both “ classes and masses ’’—using the 
phrase with which Mr. Gladstone had recently en- 
riched the vocabulary of politics. ‘It is evident, 
therefore, that we must work at less speed and at a 
lower temperature than our opponents. Our Bills 
must be tentative and cautious; not sweeping and 
dramatic. But I believe that, with patience, feeling 
our way as we go, we may get the one element to 
concede and the other to forbear.” There was no 
doubt an alternative policy to pursue, in which, 
“hitting the classes hard,” the Government might 
seek popularity by the production of ‘“ drastic and 
symmetrical’? measures. He touched on the reasons 
which must, in his view, doom such a policy to failure, 
and concluded, “‘ My counsel, therefore, is strongly 
against this alternative, and it would be the same if 
I had no interest in the matter and was merely an 
observer outside the Ministry advising you. Your 
rdle should be rather that of a diplomatist trying to 
bring the opposed sections of the party together—and 
not that of a Whip trying to keep the slugs up to the 
collar ” (November 7, 1886). 

This letter had had several predecessors during the 
last twelve months, both in matter and in manner, 
but it had no successors. It must itself have been 
penned more with the object of clearing the writer’s 
conscience than with hope of achieving any substantial 
result. It must have been early in this month that 

1 Life of Lord Randolph Churchill, vol. ii. p. 223. 
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he came to the conclusion that the experiment had 
failed and that a breach was inevitable. He did not 
on that account intermit his mediating efforts; the 
game had to be played out to the best of his ability. 
But the efforts were no longer singly inspired. To 
prepare against the foreseen rupture and to keep it 
within the limits of its individual origin became objects 
which from this time competed with the more im- 
mediate one of getting business through. It was im- 
possible for a man of his temperament to be conscious 
of the presence of such motives without its affecting 
his manner towards the person concerned. Though 
their correspondence remained amicable, the old inter- 
change of cordial good wishes and grateful acknow- 
ledgment of courtesies disappeared from it during these 
last six weeks. It must have been the impressions 
received during this period which inspired Lord 
Randolph, after his resignation, to complaints of his 
chief’s hardness and coldness ; they could hardly have 
been suggested by their earlier relations. 

In private, Lord Salisbury indulged in the gloomiest 
forebodings :—predicting a break-up of the party, a 
forced dissolution with its incalculable outcome, a 
probable shipwreck of the Union in the general up- 
heaval. To what degree these prophecies represented 
his real expectation it is impossible to say. With 
him, a conflict was normally heralded by anticipations 
of catastrophe, as, once it had begun, it was accom- 
panied by the most sanguine confidence of victory. 
As regarded the position in the House of Commons 
the grounds for alarm were indisputable, though Mr. 
Goschen’s adhesion in January prevented their solidity 
from ever being put to the test. In parliamentary 
reputation Lord Randolph stood not only a head and 
shoulders above the other available occupants of the 
Treasury Bench, but in a class apart. Sir Michael 
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Hicks Beach, occupied with Ireland, and with trouble 
developing in his eyesight, had been temporarily with- 
drawn from the fighting line. Mr. Balfour only 
entered the Cabinet for the first time in the middle of 
this month, and his powers of debate, like Mr. Smith’s 
for leadership, were as yet unrevealed. The Treasury 
Bench, with Lord Randolph eliminated,—nay, with 
Lord Randolph delivering daily philippics against it 
from below the gangway,—was not a picture calcu- 
lated to cheer his chief’s imagination. All that could 
be done was to provide as unsympathetic a background 
as possible for the central figure, and upon this aim 
the Prime Minister’s gifts for Cabinet diplomacy be- 
came now concentrated. 

His attitude in Cabinet became more markedly 
self-effacing, and Ministers, though divided in opinion 
upon some of the points debated, began to show signs 
of uneasiness at their chief’s passivity. At the Guild- 
hall, after the Government Banquet on November 9, 
two or three of those who were present clustered round 
him with insistent whisperings. When he had reached 
the privacy of his carriage, he reported their urgings to 
a more resolute attitude towards his aggressive second- 
in-command,—recalling with a grim smile how, only 
three months before, the same men had been anxiously 
warning him against an insufficient display of sym- 
pathy with him. ‘“ But they are wrong now”; he 
concluded, as he sank back into the corner of the 
carriage, ‘‘ the time is not yet.” 

Towards the close of the month there were two 
meetings of the Cabinet, occupied with inconclusive 
disputes over the projected Local Government Bill, 
at which the Prime Minister’s complaisance seems to 
have roused a more general protest. Lord Cranbrook, 
resting on his seniority and ancient friendship, was 
outspoken in his criticism. 
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From Lord Cranbrook, November 23, 1886. 


“My pEAR SaLisBury—Our last two Cabinets 
have alarmed me lest there should be a breakdown on 
the point of Local Government and so an opening 
made for the anti-Union policy which we were formed 
to counteract. . . . It is to you that I look to har- 
monise our views and bring about unity of action. 
You must forgive me for saying that you have too 
much self-renunciation for a Prime Minister and that 
you have rights which you forgo in guiding our de- 
liberations. . . . The position requires your distinct 
lead and your just self-assertion. I hope that you 
will not think this letter intrusive, but I am so con- 
vinced of the gravity of our condition that I cannot 
be silent.”’ 


Lord Salisbury, put on his defence, stated his 
dilemma with brutal directness. Apparently the 
point now in dispute was one upon which the rest of 
the Cabinet except the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
were united. He insisted that the whole machinery 
of Local Government should be at once set up; they 
were nervous as to the working of the elective principle 
in the control of the Poor Law and wished, therefore, 
to limit the change this year to the provision of 
County Councils, leaving the District Councils to be 
dealt with later. 


To Lord Cranbrook, November 25, 1886. 


“My DEAR CRANBROOK—Many thanks for your 
letter. 

‘“ What you call my self-renunciation is merely an 
effort to deal with an abnormal and very difficult state 
of things. It arises from the peculiarities of Churchill. 
Beach having absolutely refused to lead, Churchill is 
the only possible leader in the House of Commons—and 
his ability is unquestionable. But he is wholly out of 
sympathy with the rest of the Cabinet, and, being 
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besides of a wayward and headstrong disposition, he 
is far from mitigating his resistance by the method of 
it. As his office of Leader of the House gives him a 
claim to be heard on every question, the machine is 
moving along with the utmost friction both in home 
and foreign affairs. My self-renunciation is only an 
attempt—a vain attempt—to pour oil upon the creak- 
ing and groaning machinery. Like you, I am pene- 
trated with a sense of the danger which the collapse 
of our Government would bring about: otherwise I 
should not have undertaken—or should have quickly 
abandoned—the task of leading an orchestra in which 
the first fiddle plays one tune and everybody else, in- 
cluding myself, wishes to play another. 

** T am in some despair about the present difficulty. 
I am to see Hartington to-morrow evening, and I will 
try whether some modus vivendi can be arranged. I 
feel deeply the danger of trusting the administration 
of the Poor Law to an electorate, to which never, in 
town or county, it has been entrusted before, and 
which consists of a majority of men whose interest it 
is that the administration should be lax and costly. 
Perhaps we may discover some security—but ‘ there 
is nothing less secure than a security!’ It seems to 
me, look at it how you will, rather like leaving the cat 
in charge of the cream jug. 

‘My idea of getting round the difficulty was to 
put off the Poor Law part of it until 1888; and by 
that time many things may have happened, and at all 
events we shall know more of the feelings of our own 
party. But I have no doubt that on this point, of 
taking the whole organisation together, Churchill has 
the Unionists with him—which aggravates our diffi- 
culties considerably. . 

‘“‘ After I have seen Hartington I will write to you 
again.” 


He need not have been alarmed. Lord Randolph, 
as it turned out, had obtained his information through 
Mr. Chamberlain. Lord Hartington, while admitting 
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that his followers would be disappointed by the intro- 
duction of an incomplete measure, was as much im- 
pressed with the Poor Law danger as his Tory ally. 
The way out of the difficulty which, after some dis- 
cussion, he suggested, was that the Government should 
drop the Bill altogether for this session, substituting 
for it a Local Government Bill for Ireland. Since 
that would have to be drawn on more Conservative 
lines than the English one, it would make, as he 
pointed out sympathetically, a good preparation for 
the latter in the following year. Lord Salisbury was 
willing enough, and communicated the proposal to 
his lieutenant with whom it proved effective in an 
unintended fashion. It would have involved a far 
greater postponement of Tory democratic pledges than 
any course yet suggested. Lord Randolph rejected 
it with warmth, and acceded, as to the lesser of two 
evils, to his own chief’s plan. 

One difficulty was out of the way, but it was but 
one symptom relieved in a chronic malady. There 
was an Allotment Bill which Lord Salisbury had 
already criticised severely, and there was an heroic 
Budget on the way, which, if nothing else had inter- 
vened, must certainly have roused a Tory revolt. 
And, more than these, there was the constant assump- 
tion that opposition was an outrage and that con- 
cession must always come from the many to the one. 
Meanwhile Cabinet criticism of its chief’s lack of self- 
assertion began to meet with a responsive echo from 
outside. Lord Salisbury had been chary of oratory 
that autumn. Except at the Guildhall where, ac- 
cording to orthodox precedent, he confined himself 
to foreign affairs and generalities on the Unionist 
cause, he spoke not at all until December. Lord 
Randolph, on the other hand, had preceded the 
Cabinet meetings by two speeches addressed to 
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enthusiastic mass meetings on a colossal scale at 
Dartford and Bradford. He maintained with justifi- 
cation that he had advocated nothing at either that 
was not within the corners of Lord Salisbury’s New- 
port programme ; but he had invested its items with 
so Radical a clothing,—had, in fact, so advertised 
their “ drastic and symmetrical”’ quality, that he had 
stirred a muttering alarm among the basic elements 
of Conservatism. Suspicion as to the Prime Minister’s 
readiness to efface himself behind his Chancellor 
of the Exchequer gradually took form in newspaper 
hints and wire-pullers’ confidential reports. 

On December 8 he broke silence at a meeting 
of City Conservatives —reassuringly to the anxious 
section among his followers. Resistance on behalf of 
the fundamental principles of the Constitution ‘‘ was 
not that hopeless matter which some would like to in- 
duce you to imagine.’ ‘‘ The Conservatives were quite 
as Conservative as ever.” ‘‘ Undoubtedly there were 
points upon which, if such came forward, they should 
be compelled to differ from their allies, or some of 
their allies, among the Liberal Unionists; but for- 
tunately these points were in the background.” And 
he added a compliment which was none the less sincere 
for being timely: ‘‘ The straightforwardness and 
simplicity of intention with which we have been met 
by Lord Hartington and those who follow him have 
made co-operation with them a very easy task in- 
deed.’ There must be no chink left open for suspicion 
to connect the Unionist allies with the domestic crisis 
which might now be looked for at any moment. 

It started, in fact, a week later, and its progress to 
a conclusion was rapid. Lord Randolph was drawing 
up his Budget and, like other Chancellors of the 
Exchequer before and since, found the estimates 
submitted by the spending departments too high. 
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He had pledged himself in his speeches to a drastic 
economy and was absolute in his rejection of them. 
But his case was not a good one for defence. The 
combined estimates of War Office and Admiralty were 
actually lower than those of the year before; a war- 
panic was reaching its height that winter in Europe ; 
no one could suspect the two departmental chiefs, 
Mr. W. H. Smith and Lord George Hamilton, of having 
any taint of militarism in their composition. They 
both declared themselves unable in conscience to 
abate their demands, and, on the 15th, Lord Randolph 
asked for an interview with the Prime Minister on the 
question. When contrasted with earlier efforts for 
the avoidance of Cabinet catastrophe, the brevity, no 
less than the purport of the response, proclaimed a 
decision taken : 


To Lord Randolph Churchill, December 15, 1886. 


‘““My DEAR RANDOLPH—I will be in Downing Street 
at half-past three. I have got to go to Windsor at a 
Quarter,to tive... . 

“The Cabinet, happily, not I, will have to decide 
the controversy between you and Smith. But it will 
be a serious responsibility to refuse the demands of a 
War Minister so little imaginative as Smith, especially 
at such a time. 

‘* It was curious that, two days ago, I was listening 
here to the most indignant denunciations of Smith 
for his economy—from Wolseley. 

‘““T am rather surprised at G. Hamilton being able 
to reduce so much. I hope it is all right.” 


In the interview at Downing Street the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer adhered to his insistence, but 
refused to bring the difference before the Cabinet for 
discussion. The next day he introduced his Budget 
proposals to his colleagues, and noted to his Treasury 
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officials the silence in which they were received. Mr. 
Smith wrote to ask that they should be circulated in 
print for consideration during the holidays, and con- 
fided to the Prime Minister his doubts as to their ever 
passing the House of Commons. Lord Salisbury him- 
self, after a rapid calculation from the figures recited, 
sent a brief and rather bitterly worded protest against 
the extra burden which they would lay on the country 
gentlemen. But in fact they were already only of 
academic interest. They were brought before the 
Cabinet on Friday the 17th ; on the following Monday, 
the 20th, there were final interviews between Lord 
Randolph and his two resistant colleagues; that 
evening he wrote from Windsor, where he was staying 
as a guest, to tell the Prime Minister that, unless a 
reduction of the estimates was agreed to, of which he 
had no hope, he must ask to be relieved from his 
office... He had informed Mr. Smith and Lord George 
of his intention, and both reported that they had 
pressed upon him the inadequacy of the reason given 
for inflicting such a blow upon the Unionist cause as 
his resignation would be. His reply to both had been 
that this question of estimates was only the culminating 
cause,—his quarrel was equally with the whole legisla- 
tive programme and foreign policy of the Government. 
Mr. Smith’s comment in communicating this reply to 
Lord Salisbury was illuminating as to the state at which 
Cabinet feeling had arrived by this stage. ‘It comes to 
this,—is he to be the Government? If you are willing 
that he should be, I shall be delighted, but I could not 
go on on such conditions.” 

Lord Randolph complained to this same colleague 
at being kept waiting two days for an answer to 
his communication from Windsor. It is suggestive of 
the reason for the delay that a letter from Hatfield, 


1 Life of Lord Randolph Churchill, vol. ii. p. 234. 
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addressed to Sir Michael Hicks Beach in Dublin, bears 
the intervening date. It informs him of the ultimatum 
just received, and explains the reasons which make 
concession impossible. Though Sir Michael’s sym- 
pathies as a squire had placed him on the extreme 
right in opposition to Lord Randolph’s views on 
County government, his special intimacy with him 
in the House of Commons and the fascination which 
the younger man had long exercised over him, may 
well have led the Prime Minister to look upon him as 
being still the weakest spot in the edifice of Cabinet 
solidarity. 


To Lord Randolph Churchill, December 22, 1886. 


‘““My pEAR RanpoLpH—I have your letter of the 
20th from Windsor. You tell me—as you told me 
orally on Thursday—that thirty-one millions for the 
two Services is very greatly in excess of what you 
can consent to; that you are pledged up to the eyes 
to large reductions of expenditure, and cannot change 
your mind in the matter; and that, as you feel 
certain of receiving no support from me or from the 
Cabinet in this view, you must resign your office and 
withdraw from the Government. On the other hand, 
I have a letter from Smith telling me that he feels 
bound to adhere to the Estimates which he shewed 
you on Monday, and that he declines to postpone, as 
you had wished him to do, the expenditure which he 
thinks necessary for the fortification of coaling stations, 
military posts, and mercantile ports. 

“In this unfortunate state of things, I have no 
choice but to express my full concurrence with the 
view of Hamilton and Smith, and my dissent from 
yours,—though I say it, both on personal and public 
grounds, with very deep regret. The outlook on the 
Continent is very black. It is not too much to say 
that the chances are in favour of war at an early date, 
and when war has once broken out, we cannot be 
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secure from the danger of being involved in it. The 
undefended state of many of our ports and coaling 
stations is notorious, and the necessity of protecting 
them has been urged by a strong Commission, and 
has been admitted on both sides in debate. To refuse 
to take measures for their protection at this juncture 
would be to incur the gravest possible responsibility. 
Speaking more generally, I should hesitate to refuse 
at this time any supplies which men so moderate in 
their demands as Smith and Hamilton declared to be 
necessary for the safety of the country. 

“The issue is so serious that it thrusts aside all 
personal and party considerations. But I regret more 
than I can say the view you take of it, for no one knows 
better than you how injurious to the public interests 
at this juncture your withdrawal from the Government 
may be. 

** In presence of your very strong and decisive lan- 
guage, I can only again express my very profound 
regret.” 


Lord Randolph did not imitate his chief’s dilatori- 
ness. A special messenger brought back his response, 
in the form of a definite resignation, by the midnight 
train to Hatfield the same evening. A county ball 
was in progress there, Lord Randolph’s mother and 
youngest sister being of the house-party. So was 
Princess Mary, the Duchess of Teck, with her daughter, 
Princess May. Lord Salisbury was sitting by Princess 
Mary on the sofa, watching the dancers, when the box 
containing Lord Randolph’s missive was brought to 
him, and she used often afterwards to make reproach- 
ful fun of the deceptive suavity with which, having 
glanced at the contents, he continued their conversa- 
tion with apparently unbroken interest. But he drew 
his own deductions from the promptitude of the 
resigning Minister’s action. The next morning, when 


1 H.M. Queen Mary. She married King George V., then Duke of York, 
July 1893. 


334 LORD SALISBURY 


he and Lady Salisbury were called, she reminded him 
that they must get up hurriedly as some of their 
guests, of whom the Duchess of Marlborough was one, 
were leaving by an early train. ‘Send for The Times 
first,’ was his sleepy response—and, in reply to her 
bewildered questioning,—‘* Randolph resigned in the 
middle of the night and, if I know my man, it will be 
in The Times this morning” ;—in which case, as he 
pointed out, it would be more tactful to oversleep 
themselves and avoid a leave-taking which would be 
embarrassing to all parties. The Times was duly sent 
for, and in majestic headlines proclaimed the accuracy 
of his guess. 

The dreaded blow had fallen. The colleagues who 
wrote on the first news of it were unanimous in in- 
dignation, but also in conviction of catastrophe. It 
was impossible that the Government could long sur- 
vive the blow; the disruption of the Empire was 
probably the price ultimately to be paid. Sir Michael 
Beach advised instant resignation unless the Unionists 
would consent to a coalition: there was no use, he 
said, in ignoring the extent of the disaster. It was 
some days before reports coming in from the country 
made apparent how much these alarms were exagger- 
ated. Conservatives in the constituencies had no 
doubts ; scarcely a voice was raised among them, 
either then or subsequently, in support of the retiring 
Minister. It was practically a universal repudiation. 

Various explanations have been forthcoming of this 
sudden collapse of an influence with the Conservative 
electorate which had appeared supreme—a collapse 
which, in its completeness, carried with it subsequent 
impotence in the House of Commons. It might be 
cited as one more proof of the purely tactical appeal 
of the Tory Democratic creed—recent victory at the 
polls having deprived it of all its charm. Or it might 
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be quoted as showing the solid hold which Lord Salis- 
bury had established upon his party’s confidence, 
though with smaller witness than his lieutenant’s 
in outspoken popular applause. But probably the 
strongest force at work was the instinctive British 
recalcitrance to an exaggerated personal claim. Eng- 
lishmen have never welcomed Czsarism as a refuge 
from their difficulties. Lord Randolph’s isolation 
accentuated this aspect of his action. A “ split” in 
the Cabinet might have issued in some degree of party 
cleavage by the mere fact of compelling outside 
opinion to judge and take sides upon the merits of 
the quarrel. But the unaccompanied resignation was 
read—and read truly—as simply a challenge of in- 
dividual right, and the matter in dispute never seems 
to have been even discussed. It was also a challenge 
which was peculiarly incongruous at that time. It 
followed quickly upon an election campaign, whose 
most prominent feature to provincial Tories had been 
its demand, cruelly felt in many constituencies, for 
the suppression of all personal feelings for the sake 
of the one great Cause. The Cause was still there; 
Lord Salisbury was acclaimed throughout the country 
as the ‘‘ standard-bearer of the Union,”’? while Lord 
Randolph was condemned out of hand as the leader 
who had failed his followers in the face of the enemy. 

A few days after his resignation, lunching at a 
friend’s house, he met Sir James Fitzjames Stephen, 
who, as an ardent Unionist, tried to convince him of the 
iniquity of his proceeding. In the conversation which 
followed, the judge became impressed with the part 
which sensitive feeling had played in determining his 
action and also with the hold which his late chief still 
had, at least over his imagination. ‘“ Thinking it 
might do good,”’ he wrote to report the substance of 
the talk to Lord Salisbury. The resigning Minister, 
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while justifying himself for having tried, in the in- 
terests of the Union itself, to persuade its defenders 
to a more popular policy, dwelt upon the “ coldness 
and indifference ”’ with which the Prime Minister had 
listened to his urgings: ‘‘ To argue with him is like 
arguing with a rock”; and he intimated that his 
resignation was largely due to this cause. He spoke of 
him at the same time with the deepest respect: “‘ He 
has a mighty intellect.”” ‘‘ He might have made what 
he pleased of me.”’ 

Lord Salisbury was in a too great exasperation of 
spirit to be touched by these tributes. 


To Sir James Fitzjames Stephen, December 30, 1886. 


‘“* His opinions on several subjects were not those 
of his colleagues, and he did not urge them in a manner 
to make them more acceptable. But I think you will 
find, if you have occasion to consult any of his col- 
leagues, that in their judgment the utmost forbearance 
and concession were employed in order to maintain 
harmony between him and them. I was much blamed 
by several of them for the extent to which I gave way. 
On the matter which ultimately severed us, I could 
not have given way without being false to all my own 
convictions, nor without losing two of the ablest 
members of the Government. Whether my coldness 
of manner aggravated these difficulties, of course, I 
cannot judge. To my own eyes, I have been in- 
cessantly employed for the past five years in making 
things smooth between him and others, both by word 
and act. But, after all, coldness of manner may be 
an excuse for an erring wife, but not for an overbear- 
ing colleague. 

“The two circumstances which made it especially 
difficult to work with him were his resolution to make 
the interests of his Budget overrule the wishes and the 
necessities of all the other Departments, and, secondly, 
his friendship for Chamberlain which made him insist 
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that we should accept that statesman as our guide in 
internal politics.”’ 


Beyond this opposition of opinion lay a tempera- 
ment which presented the characteristics of extreme 
youth. “ Unless he can develop more proportion in 
his views, and more consideration for others in carrying 
them out, he will not be able to work in office with any 
Ministry, no matter from what school of politics it is 
drawn.” 

The battle being now engaged, Lord Salisbury’s 
habitual confidence in conflict reappeared. His letters 
to the Queen and his colleagues during this week do 
not re-echo the prevailing agitation. He was anxious 
as to the weak debating powers of his Commons’ front 
bench, but otherwise refused to admit defeat. 


To Lord Cranbrook, Christmas Day, 1886. 


. . . As to the future, it is evident that our exist- 
ence will be precarious unless we can strengthen our 
front bench in the House of Commons. I have written 
to Hartington merely generally to ascertain what his 
views are as to a junction, and telling him that, in- 
dividually, my views are what they were in July. But 
I have spoken for myself alone.” 


5 


There is no record of the hurried telegram which 
figured in the press at the time. Lord Hartington was 
at Rome, and started for England immediately on 
receiving the Prime Minister’s letter. The Queen had 
supported its invitation with personal letters of her 
own, addressed both to him and to Mr. Goschen. In 
thanking her, Lord Salisbury expressed small hopes of 
Liberal Unionist consent: — 


‘* But Your Majesty will have done your utmost 


and, if they will not join the Ministry, the latter must 
fight on to the best of their ability. The weakness of 
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the front bench will be a great hindrance ;—but other- 
wise Lord R. Churchill’s secession will not make the 
work more difficult.”” (December 26.) 


Three days later, a letter to Sir Henry Holland 
strikes a more definitely defiant and sanguine note. 


To Sir Henry Holland, December 29, 1886. 


““My pEAR Ho_ttanp—Your letter is dictated by 
the great kindness you have always shewn me. 

“But I have observed that in ministerial crises, 
the people who are most ready to give up their places 
are always the people whom no Minister would part 
with willingly. I do not get similar offers from the 
other sort of people. . . . I hope,—or rather I should 
say I wish—for Unionist assistance. But I never for 
a moment dreamt, if I was not successful, of giving 
up. We must fight on for the cause entrusted to us 
till the power of doing so is taken from us. But I by 
no means despair. The chess-board is in the oddest 
condition,—but it is impossible to guess who will win.” 


Lord Hartington reached England that evening, 
and on the 31st, having intermediately consulted with 
his friends, saw Lord Salisbury and again refused the 
offered Premiership. He would withdraw his refusal 
on one hypothesis, which, however, was proudly dis- 
missed by the Conservative leader. 


Telegram to the Queen,! December 81, 1886. 


“With humble duty. Lord Hartington replies, as 
his own opinion and the unanimous view of his friends, 
that he could not, without losing all influence over the 
Liberals in the country, either join a Conservative 
Government or form a Coalition Government. He 
might do this last to avoid a dissolution, or if the 
Conservatives, by resignation, declared that they were 
unable to carry on the Government ; but in no other 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 8rd series, vol. i. p. 240. 
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case. I said I could not make, on behalf of the Con- 
servative party, a confession which would not be true 
and which would be humiliating. But I pointed out 
to him the many advantages to the Unionist cause, 
inside and outside Parliament, which would result 
from his taking the Premiership. . . . He adhered, 
however, to his opinion. He was hearty in his pro- 
mises of support even if Mr. Chamberlain left us ; but 
he thought Mr. Chamberlain’s opinion unchanged. 
I then made certain propositions as to which he has 
gone to talk to Mr. Goschen.”’ 


The application to Mr. Goschen, strongly supported 
by his own leader, was successful after a day or two’s 
hesitation on his part. On Sunday, January 2, he 
sent a message to say that, though unable to abandon 
the name of Liberal, he would join Lord Salisbury’s 
Cabinet if, after a conversation with him upon current 
questions of home and foreign policy, no insuperable 
grounds of difference appeared. The interview took 
place the next day, and Mr. Goschen accepted the 
Chancellorship of the Exchequer. This adhesion of one 
of the most brilliant debaters and able financiers of 
the day effectively removed all danger of the Govern- 
ment’s being outclassed in the House of Commons. 

But his resolve to remain a titular Liberal made 
it impossible for him to undertake the leadership of 
the Conservative majority. Lord Salisbury chose 
Mr. Smith for the task,—an appointment which turned 
out to be one of the most successful of his Premiership. 
The new leader had, however, to be provided with a 
workless office; the Prime Minister surrendered to 
him that of the First Lordship of the Treasury, and 
since he could not himself be left without a depart- 
ment, was compelled to resume that of Foreign Affairs. 

Such, at least, was the sequence of necessities upon 
which he dwelt in his telegram to Lord Iddesleigh, 
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who, at an early stage of the crisis, had expressed his 
willingness to make way if his place were required for 
new combinations. ‘But there was another reason for 
taking advantage of this offer, of whose genesis no 
record remains but in a letter to Sir Michael Beach, 
written a day or two after these changes had been 
made and published. Lord Salisbury having referred 
to various reasons which had necessitated the shifting 
of offices, went on: 


‘‘There was another consideration also which 
pressed upon me. To my extreme surprise, I found 
Goschen very strongly urging—almost insisting— 
that Iddesleigh should not stay at the Foreign Office. 
Bearing in mind your own strong view, I felt bound to 
give effect to this. Goschen wants this kept a secret 
and I do not know to what extent he would have made 
it a sine qua non. But if it was to be done, it could 
only be done now, without brutally hurting Iddes- 
leigh’s feelings.” (January 6, 1887.) 


Lord Iddesleigh’s lack of vital energy was increas- 
ing with his increasing failure in health, and was no 
doubt responsible for that slowness of method to 
which Lord Salisbury had alluded in his autumn letter 
to Lord Randolph. The ‘“‘ extreme surprise ’’ which 
he expressed at Mr. Goschen’s protest was presum- 
ably due to an assumption that he had himself been 
in a position to counteract this defect so far as to save 
it from becoming recognisable outside. No other 
complaint as to Lord Iddesleigh’s conduct of affairs 
appears in his correspondence. He was agreed with 
him in policy, trusted his judgment, believed in his 
ability, and rejoiced in his rarer quality of immovable 
courage. If, as is most probable, the lack of vigour 
did cause him uneasiness, he gave no expression to it. 
His self-consciousness of intolerance of any methods 
save his own in this particular department, his sensi- 
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tive loyalty towards the friend whose ambition he had 
already been twice instrumental in disappointing, his 
championship of him against the prejudices enter- 
tained against him by both Lord Randolph and Sir 
Michael, would all have contributed to his hesitation 
and silence. 

Mr. Goschen’s intervention created a new situa- 
tion. Apart from its authority as a quasi-condition 
of his adhesion, he spoke not only with complete 
personal impartiality but from inside knowledge. His 
mission to Egypt some years before, and a twelve 
months’ experience as special ambassador at Con- 
stantinople, had made him free of the diplomatic 
fraternity, both British and Foreign. He had kept 
up his relations with them, and his urgency was re- 
presentative of a wider opinion. The mere fact that 
that opinion had become conscious of defect was in 
itself conclusive of its importance. 

It had therefore become necessary to take action, 
and the requirements of reconstruction, if utilised 
without delay, might mitigate its hardship. Lord 
Salisbury was careful to enforce, universally and 
exclusively, the technical explanation which he gave 
to Lord Iddesleigh himself. Even to the Queen he 
offered no other, and in his confidential communica- 
tions to Ministers it was as much insisted upon as 
the sole cause for the transference as in his public 
announcements. 

It was in these last that his efforts to spare his 
colleague’s feelings broke down. Mr. Goschen was 
anxious to have the company of a Liberal Unionist 
peer in the Ministry; an invitation had been sent to 
Lord Lansdowne, who was in Canada at the time as 
Governor-General, and his answer had to be awaited 
before the re-arrangement could be completed. Lord 
Salisbury kept back the message to Lord Iddesleigh 
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till he could write fully and, with all circumstance of 
private and friendly consultation, present the necessity 
for making use of his offer of withdrawal. But that 
Monday evening he spoke of his own intended return 
to the Foreign Office in preparatory confidence to Mr. 
Alfred Austin, for the general guidance of the Standard 
newspaper, expressly prohibiting any present reference 
to it. Through some mistake in the Prime Minister’s 
office, Lord Iddesleigh’s withdrawal leaked out, as one 
of many vague and unauthorised rumours, to a press 
agency. The editor of the Standard,—as much to Mr. 
Austin’s indignation as to the Prime Minister’s,—con- 
sidered that the fact relieved him of any obligation 
of secrecy and published the news the next morning 
with all the certainty of authorised announcement,— 
altering at the same time the article, which had care- 
fully excluded allusion to it, which Mr. Austin had 
communicated. Thus, Lord Iddesleigh, who was 
finishing his Christmas holiday at his own home near 
Exeter, learnt of his removal through a newspaper 
known to be in communication with the Prime 
Minister,—and that Prime Minister one of his oldest 
friends,—before receiving any intimation of it from 
himself. 

Though it did not require the explanation which 
quickly followed for him to exonerate Lord Salisbury 
from any intentional slight, the wound could not but 
be felt. He replied, indeed, with perfect good humour 
and dignity to the telegram and covering letter which 
were hastily despatched as soon as the position was 
realised. He referred gently to the embarrassment to 
which he had been put among enquiring friends and 
neighbours by the newspaper announcement, but said 
that he had always held it as a principle that members 
of a Cabinet should take any work or “ no-work ”’ 
that their chief thought it right in the public interest 
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to offer them, and therefore, “‘ though I leave the 
Foreign Office with regret, I accept your decision 
cheerfully.” Indeed, the assurances which his family 
gave later left no doubt as to his original offer of 
withdrawal having been sincerely intended. But when 
Lord Salisbury, boldly risking Lord Lansdowne’s 
possible competition for the place, telegraphed the 
following day to invite his re-entry to the Cabinet as 
President of the Council, he was refused with a briefly 
worded decisiveness that convinced him of the failure 
of his efforts. Perhaps he exaggerated in imagination 
the pain which he had so unwittingly inflicted. The 
retiring Minister was to come up to town the following 
week, and arranged to call and see him, when he hoped 
to be able—face to face—to remove whatever soreness 
existed. 

But it was not to be. Lord Iddesleigh came to 
London on the 12th, and after calling at the Foreign 
Office, where his secretaries afterwards reported him 
to have been in good spirits and to have talked cheer- 
fully of his approaching retirement, walked across to 
10 Downing Street. In the ante-room, while the 
messenger went forward to announce his arrival, he 
fell down in a faint. He was lifted on to a sofa, 
and died twenty minutes later in Lord Salisbury’s 
presence, without having regained consciousness. 
Three or four years before, his doctor, in a confidential 
report to his colleague, had pronounced him able for 
present work, but had added a warning: “ The glass 
is cracked and may break at any moment.” 

The Prime Minister received several letters of 
sympathy in the shock that he had suffered. There 
were touching messages from Lord Iddesleigh’s family, 
resentful of brutalities which had appeared in the 
press as to the recent relations between the two men. 
They cannot be quoted publicly in any detail “ You 
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and she know,” wrote one of the sons, conveying a 
message from his mother, “‘ how true and sincere was 
the affection he bore you,” and he went on to speak 
of how his father would have suffered from the 
‘“‘ landers and calumnies”’ which had been uttered 
against the friend whom he had left behind. Lord 
Randolph wrote, and his letter exemplified notably 
the qualities which, in spite of all defects, made him 
so singularly attractive a character to his fellows. 
At the risk of being misunderstood he could not 
refrain, he said, from expressing his great grief at the 
shock which his late chief, now so widely separated 
from him politically, had sustained. Candidly admit- 
ting the part which he himself had had in bringing 
vexation upon the dead man, he used the confession 
to recall that, “‘ never in public life did any man have 
a truer friend and colleague than Lord Iddesleigh had 
in you,” and to aver from his own experience “ the 
unwavering loyalty with which you invariably sup- 
ported him, checked all depreciation, and stimulated 
constant recognition of his public services.” 1? Few 
men at such a moment would have brought their own 
failure towards the dead to witness to the consolation 
which, as he had the fine instinct to recognise, was 
that of which his correspondent stood most in need. 
The letter went home, and brought a reply in which 
Lord Salisbury, confident of comprehension, abandoned 
the reserve, which he habitually maintained on this 
experience, even to those near to him, and expressed 
some of the complicated pain which he felt. 


To Lord Randolph Churchill, January 14, 1887. 


“ My DEAR RanpoLtpH—I am very grateful to you 
for the kind sympathy expressed in your letter of 
yesterday, and am very much touched by it. Your 


+ Life of Lord Randolph Churchill, vol. ii. p. 277. 
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testimony to my bearing towards our old friend in the 
past is thoughtful and generous. 

*““ It was a very painful scene that I witnessed on 
Wednesday in Downing Street. I had never happened 
to see any one die before—and therefore, even apart 
from the circumstances, the suddenness of this unex- 
pected death would have been shocking. But here 
was, in addition, the thought of our thirty years’ com- 
panionship in political life, and the reflection that 
now, just before this sudden parting, by some strange 
misunderstanding which it is hopeless to explain, I 
had, I believe, for the first time in my life, seriously 
wounded his feelings. As I looked upon the dead 
body stretched before me, I felt that politics was a 
cursed profession. I have received very kind and 
considerate letters from his family. 

“Thanking you again for the thoughtfulness of 
your letter.” 


Except for one or two formal notes, these letters 
were the last in their correspondence. It was well, 
perhaps, that they should have embodied that curiously 
isolated strain of sympathy which, throughout their 
brief political association, appeared recurrently across 
their normal opposition in character and temper. 

The association was at an end. Lord Randolph 
forbore that session any attack upon his late colleagues 
and soon after its opening went abroad. The recon- 
structed Cabinet was completed by the transference 
of Mr. Edward Stanhope to take Mr. Smith’s place at 
the War Office, and by Sir Henry Holland’s admission 
to it as Colonial Secretary. It pursued its way in 
unbroken internal peace, though for the next few 
months amidst stormy surroundings. Irish National- 
ists saw to it that the warning of Coercion as being the 
inevitable alternative to Home Rule should not tarry 
in fulfilment. Crime, disorder, and lawlessness again 
became rampant over the whole of southern Ireland, 
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and the Criminal Law Amendment Bill, which was 
introduced in the spring, dominated the rest of the 
parliamentary session. It differed from its prede- 
cessors in being a permanent addition to the statute 
book, and the succession of “ exceptional” Acts, 
whose periodic lapses and renewals had kept both 
Ireland and Westminster in agitation for forty years, 
ceased with its passing. The Parnellites, now rein- 
forced on most occasions by the official Gladstonian 
opposition, fought it through every stage with a 
resolute obstruction which culminated at intervals in 
violent ‘‘ scenes,’ and effectually stopped the way for 
all other business. The sessional programme which 
had occupied those troubled November Cabinets fell 
all but stillborn. 

The struggle is mainly worthy of record for the two 
personal assets of enduring value with which, in its 
indirect results, it endowed the Conservative party. 
When Lord Hartington in the previous November 
was urging upon Lord Salisbury a precedence for 
Ireland over Great Britain in the matter of Local 
Government, he had used the argument that another 
‘“‘Trish session’? would healthily consolidate his own 
party against separatist influences. The event, though 
otherwise arrived at, proved him right. Some half- 
dozen of the Radical Unionist group, finding their 
position in debate intolerably at war with their tradi- 
tions, returned, it is true, to the Gladstonian fold. 
But with the majority it was not so, and their leader 
in especial,—-always an upholder of “ strong govern- 
ment,’’—threw himself hotly into the struggle on the 
Unionist side. Sympathy with his fellow-combatants 
was strengthened, hostility to his alienated friends was 
embittered, and by the end of that session Mr. Cham- 
berlain had made great strides towards whole-hearted 
co-operation with the Conservatives. 


TWO RECRUITS OF PRICE 347 


The other personal gain to the party was more com- 
plete and less foreseeable. Sir Michael Hicks Beach’s 
eyesight had got rapidly worse, and in March, as a 
necessary condition for saving it, he had to cease all 
work and resign his office. Lord Salisbury, more 
daring than he always showed himself in his appoint- 
ments, selected his nephew, Mr. Arthur Balfour, as 
his successor. He had only recently joined the 
Cabinet, had had little administrative experience 
and, except among a few acute observers, had acquired 
no more than a secondary reputation as a House of 
Commons speaker. The post to which he was pro- 
moted was not of so enviable a nature as to inspire 
any charge of nepotism in the appointment. It was 
said that, on hearing of it, an Irish member grimly 
observed, ‘*‘ We have killed Forster, blinded Beach, 
and smashed up Trevelyan,—what shall we do with 
this weakling ’?”’ But, apparently, their challenge, and 
the more sinister one that the new Chief Secretary met 
with in Ireland itself, proved to be the spur required 
to rouse latent powers into activity. During the 
months that followed, the House of Commons wit- 
nessed the rapid evolution of the most brilliant parlia- 
mentarian of his generation, and Ireland that of the 
most triumphantly successful administrator that she 
had known. 

These interdependent struggles with revolt in 
Ireland, and with its sympathisers in the House of 
Commons, filled the stage of home politics for many 
months. Lord Salisbury’s contribution with regard 
to them was of necessity limited to that of refer- 
ence and counsel, and the interest of his work became 
from this time predominantly concentrated in his 
department. 
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CHAPTER I 
1887 
THE WAR SPECTRE 


It was a troubled Europe, east and west, which faced 
Lord Salisbury on his return to the Foreign Office in 
January, 1887. With the larger questions of policy 
raised by the kidnapping and abdication of Prince 
Alexander of Bulgaria, in the previous September, 
he had already had to deal as Prime Minister.1 The 
abdication had been a disheartening sequel to the 
struggle which he had waged on the Prince’s behalf 
in the preceding year; the outburst of indignation 
which the kidnapping had aroused throughout the 
principality and the enthusiasm which had greeted 
the Prince on his return, had left his surrender an 
unexplained catastrophe. 


To Lord Cranbrook, September 5, 1886. 


‘“T do not know what to say or think about 
Alexander. It is disappointing and very disastrous. 
Everything points to the belief that it is Bismarck’s 
doing—who has taken to answering us almost as 
briefly and brutally as the Czar answers the Prince. 
But how he has contrived to persuade the Prince I 
cannot conceive. My feeling is that if I had received 
from a big relation the scandalous treatment that the 
Prince has received from the Czar, I would have taken 


1 See Vol. III. p. 318. 
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a good deal of trouble, and run a good deal of risk, in 
order to pay him out. I am afraid that Alexander 
has forfeited European sympathy,—but he leaves the 
Eastern problem before us in a hopeless condition.” 


The Queen was much troubled—with grief for the 
calamity which had overtaken the ‘“ hero-prince ”’— 
with indignation at the treacherous ingratitude of his 
officers—with alarm and anger at what she felt to be 
Russia’s diplomatic triumph over England. She re- 
proached Lord Salisbury and Lord Iddesleigh with 
their lack of fore-knowledge and the former admitted 
failure. Evidently in no good humour either with 
himself or others, he replied to her complaints by 
cataloguing the disadvantages under which England 
laboured in comparison with Russia, where Oriental 
diplomacy was concerned. 

Russia had an unlimited command of secret 
service money ; England could only dispose of a sum 
too small to be worth having, and no House of Commons 
would consent to increase it. The military force 
which she could bring to bear at any given point would 
be incapable of meeting that of even a second-rate 
Continental Power, and therefore, at all places at a 
distance from the sea, her diplomatists were limited 
to platonic exhortation. Then, the organisation of 
her service made for inefficiency. He protested 
against the system of promotion by seniority which 
diplomacy shared with the rest of the Civil Service 
and which the irresponsible influence of the House of 
Commons made more rigid. 


To the Queen, August 29, 1886.1 


“ If the practice is departed from (as it legally can 
be), the outery is so violent as to make the service 
very discontented, and even to invite the interference 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 8rd series, vol. i. p. 194. 
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of Parliament. In 1878, Lord Salisbury appointed 
a Secretary of Embassy from the lower ranks of the 
service. A motion of censure in the House of 
Commons was the result, and though it was not 
carried, it effectually prevented Lord Salisbury from 
trying the experiment again. In the same way, it 
is almost impossible to remove a man who is unsatis- 
factory, unless he has done something which can be 
publicly proved against him, or unless he can be sent 
to some better post ; or unless the close of his official 
term is at hand. . . . There is much else that weakens 
our diplomacy ;—our shifting foreign policy during 
the last ten years—our precarious Governments—the 
necessity of adapting our foreign policy to the views 
of a Cabinet of fourteen or sixteen men, usually 
ignorant of it, and seldom united in their views .. . 

** There is no reason for losing heart, or for neglect- 
ing to do everything in our power to carry into effect 
the policy that is most advantageous to England. 
But it is a reason why the efforts and frequent failures 
of Your Majesty’s servants in foreign affairs must be 
viewed with indulgence. It is their destiny to be 
always making bricks without straw. Without money, 
without any strong land force, with an insecure tenure 
of power, and with an ineffective agency, they have 
to counterwork the efforts of three Empires, who 
labour under none of these disadvantages.”’ 


Whatever may or may not have been their general 
justification, these laments were not well timed. 
Both in the conception and in the working out of this 
Bulgarian adventure, Russia had shown herself re- 
assuringly inept. Her Government was, as usual, 
only partially responsible. By general consent the 
kidnapping outrage was laid to the charge of the Pan- 
Slavist Committees a mysterious organisation, 
secret in its composition but believed to include red 
revolutionaries with crusaders of the Orthodox Church 
in common pursuit of a fanatical racialism. These 


4 LORD SALISBURY 


Committees wielded an influence far beyond the limits 
of their membership, and though the Czar’s Govern- 
ment consistently repudiated them, it seemed power- 
less to resist or control them. Their existence may 
be reckoned among the major causes of HKuropean 
calamity. The ceaseless propaganda of revolt which 
they carried on in neighbouring communities was 
promoted by means of wholesale corruption, secret con- 
spiracy, and even, by common report, open assassina- 
tion; and the cumulative exasperation which these 
methods engendered in the Governments concerned 
could hardly fail of war as its ultimate outcome. 

For more peacefully patriotic purposes the inter- 
vention of this subterranean influence was generally, 
as in this instance, suicidal. The main object of 
Russian policy at this time was to dominate the 
Turkish capital by securing paramount influence in 
Bulgaria. A brutal outrage perpetrated upon a 
notably popular ruler was the initial contribution 
of Pan-Slavism towards this object. The arbitrary 
violence with which the Czar sought subsequently 
to crush the adherents of the fallen man completed 
what his dangerous allies had begun. After the 
Prince’s abdication, he sent an Imperial Commissioner, 
General Kaulbars, to enforce his wishes upon the 
native Regents to whom Prince Alexander had com- 
mitted the internal government of the Principality. 
The General ordered them to pardon and release the 
military traitors who had been the actual perpetrators 
of the outrage ; travelled about the country inciting 
the villages to rebellion against them ; demanded the 
dissolution of the popularly elected Sobranje because 
it refused to choose for the vacant throne an obscure 
Caucasian Prince whose only qualification for the post 
was that of being a Russian subject. ‘*‘ The commands 
of the Emperor must not be discussed :”’ was his one 
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reply to protests against his requirements. Russian 
diplomacy at Constantinople was successful in in- 
voking the Sultan’s authority as Suzerain for the 
liberation of the criminals; but, for the rest, the 
Regents, backed by their indignant compatriots, were 
stolidly defiant, and by the end of November, General 
Kaulbars abandoned the struggle and withdrew, 
leaving as the only result of his mission a substantial 
increase in the hatred with which his country was 
regarded by the recalcitrant province. 

Decorous opinion on the Continent was scandalised 
by these proceedings. When Lord Salisbury, in all 
the formality of a Guildhall speech, said that the 
traitors had been ‘‘ debauched by foreign gold ”’ and 
spoke of Europe’s dismay at “‘ seeing the resources of 
diplomacy exhausted to save them from the doom 
which they so justly merited,’’ he was applauded by 
the Press of every capital except St. Petersburg. 
The Russian ambassador remonstrated warmly. Lord 
Salisbury explained that, as regarded the “foreign 
gold’”’ he had had the Slav Committees and not the 
Russian Government in view, but repeated his opinion 
as to the conduct of the Czar’s representative. 
M. de Staal, so he told the Queen, had admitted that 
‘* General Kaulbars’ mission had been a mistake.” 

But except for such oratorical support, and for 
counsels of prudence and encouragement urged 
privately upon the Regents, the British Government 
took no direct part in the quarrel. Lord Randolph 
Churchill thought the encouragement needlessly em- 
phasised ; the Queen was highly dissatisfied with the 
inaction. Upon Lord Salisbury as Prime Minister 
fell the task of defending his colleague at the Foreign 
Office against this double attack upon his rear. It 
involved considerable epistolary labour. When not 
arguing with his Chancellor of the Exchequer as to 
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the risk of allowing Russia to become master up to 
the gates of Constantinople, he was striving to per- 
suade his royal mistress of the uselessness of trying 
to help the Bulgarians by means of diplomatic de- 
fiances or naval demonstrations. Throughout the 
two months of General Kaulbars’ mission, every fresh 
insolence reported of him brought a renewed outcry 
of indignation from Balmoral or Windsor. It was 
met on each occasion by assurances of sympathy 
balanced by a remorseless appeal to the logic of facts. 
Russia had been guilty of no overt breach of the law 
of nations; verbal remonstrance would be futile and 
undignified ; for the moment we were diplomatically 
powerless—though it is a question whether that last 
assumption would have proved convincing for pas- 
sivity had he been himself in direct control of the 
Foreign Office or less hampered by his efforts to keep 
on terms with his House of Commons’ leader. 

One indirect argument for caution he was able to 
urge on the Queen with effect. Rumour had been 
rife from the first as to Prince Bismarck’s share in 
the catastrophe. His published attitude was in 
support of Russia. A recognition of her “ paramount 
interest ’’ in the eastern half of the peninsula had 
formed part of the agreements recently come to be- 
tween the three Emperors at Kremsier and Skiernivice. 
‘““ The impression prevails,’ wrote Lord Salisbury on 
September 7,! “ that Germany is in genuine terror at 
a possible union between France and Russia; that 
she has purchased reassuring promises from Russia 
by the sacrifice of Prince A., and possibly of some- 
thing more, and that on the strength of these promises 
she means to require disarmament from France on 
the pain of war if it is refused.” 

But this overt complaisance to his eastern neigh- 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 8rd series, vol. i. p. 202. 
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bour formed only one limb of the Chancellor’s com- 
plex policy. He has left on record much argument 
to prove the fidelity with which he adhered to all the 
incongruous engagements into which he entered in 
these closing years of his ministry. So far as the rival 
claims of his two Imperial neighbours were concerned, 
he could make out a good case for himself. He did 
his best at this time, both in private and in public, to 
persuade Austria to acquiesce in Russia’s claims to 
paramount interest in Bulgaria, and M. de Giers, the 
Russian Minister, though suspicious, admitted that 
he was keeping his promises.1. Presumably no such 
promises had been made in respect of England. Certain 
it is that, while both in Vienna and at Constantinople 
his ambassadors were working avowedly in Russia’s 
support, he himself was, all the time, doing his utmost 
to urge the British Government to a more active 
resistance to her. 

One of his methods was characteristic. The 
letters that summer of the Crown Princess Frederick 
to her mother, Queen Victoria, had conveyed more 
than one warning of approaching trouble in the Balkans 
from Russian activities. When the September crisis 
came, Lord Salisbury had humbly to admit the 
superiority of his Sovereign’s information to his own. 
But the warnings, however accurate, had not been 
colourless. The Princess’s informants emphasised to 
exaggeration the evils that must follow. The success 
of Russia in her present schemes would secure her 
control of Constantinople and her final domination 
in the whole of the Near East. If England wanted to 
retain a shred of reputation or influence in those 
regions she must be up and doing without loss of time. 
Once or twice the Chancellor was directly named as 
the confidential informant; in other instances Lord 

1 Gr. Pol. der Eur.-Kab. vol. v. p. 115. 
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Salisbury had no doubt as to the original inspirer of 
the intermediary agents who were mentioned. 

The evil which proverbially flows from backstairs 
diplomacy was neutralised on this occasion, as far as 
England was concerned, by the Queen’s quality.. Though 
her sympathies were dubiously with her Minister, she 
effectually eliminated any flavour of intrigue from her 
family correspondence by at once transcribing all such 
passages and forwarding them, generally without com- 
ment, for his information and judgment. They cor- 
roborated with illuminating detail deductions which he 
was simultaneously drawing from Count Hatzfeldt’s 
language and supplied him incidentally with a useful 
argument towards bringing his royal mistress round to 
his own point of view. 

On September 14, he reported a long conversation 
with the German ambassador, ‘*‘ In the main, his effort 
was to induce England to take the first step in resist- 
ing the advance of Russia; holding out hopes that, 
if we went on, Austria would follow. This advice so 
manifestly suits the present objects of Prince Bismarck 
that it cannot be accepted as disinterested.” A fort- 
night later he enlarged on the same theme. 


To the Queen, September 30, 1886. 


“The disturbing and misleading element in the 
present aspect of affairs is, in Lord Salisbury’s judg- 
ment, the extreme desire of Prince Bismarck to get 
Russia occupied, and therefore disarmed. This is 
the origin of the taunts that have been showered upon 
us by the German press; this taints and renders 
valueless the advice he gives us; probably it affects 
the suggestions which he gets conveyed to the Crown 
Princess. From Count Hatzfeldt’s language and from 
many other indications, Lord Salisbury infers that he 
wishes to force us into a position where we shall have 
no choice but war. Your Majesty’s telegram of this 
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morning confirms this view. He would like to see 
Russia at Constantinople, for he believes that Turkey, 
England, and -Austria would then be forced into war, 
while he maintained a benevolent neutrality, or, if 
the occasion should arise, struck another blow at 
France. 

*““ It is very necessary under these circumstances 
to pick our steps very carefully, so that we should 
neither, on one side, pull Bismarck’s chestnuts out of 
the fire, nor, on the other, from fear of that mishap, 
neglect to defend our own general interests.” 


Since Lord Salisbury and Lord Iddesleigh were 
neither prepared to purchase the friendship of Russia 
by acquiescing in her absorption of Bulgaria and 
achieved vassalage of Turkey, nor to go to war with 
her in order to be agreeable to Prince Bismarck, it 
became urgent that she should be discouraged from 
following up her envoy’s menaces by armed inter- 
vention. To this avenue of escape Austria held the 
key, and for the remainder of that year the efforts of 
the British Foreign Office were concentrated on the 
always difficult task of obtaining a clear declaration 
of purpose from the statesmen of Vienna. 

Count Hatzfeldt, with an ingenuousness of which 
he would hardly have been guilty after a longer in- 
timacy with the British Minister, had suggested that, 
if England would take the lead in warning Russia 
away from Austrian frontiers, “it might be hoped 
that Austria would follow.” Lord Salisbury had 
decorously returned the ball by expressing a belief 
that ‘‘ vigorous action on the part of Austria would 
have great influence on national opinion in England.” 
Vigorous action was not easy to the distracted counsels 
of the Dual Monarchy. The Emperor Francis was 
pro-Russian in his sympathies; both he and his 
Minister, Count Kalnoky, were still distrustful of 
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England ; the secret understandings of Skiernivice and 
Kremsier had not been repudiated. But General 
Kaulbars’ proceedings, acting on Hungarian sentiment, 
made adherence to them difficult. Remonstrances 
at St. Petersburg proved without effect, and on 
November 10, Lord Salisbury reported to the Queen 
that, in response to persistent questionings, the 
Austrian ambassador’s tone had become “less 
cautious’: ‘‘ He not only admitted that if Russia 
occupied Bulgaria, Austria would protest, but he even 
went so far as to say that if Russia’s occupation took 
a permanent character, war must be the result.” 

Russia’s decision upon this issue still hung in the 
balance when the new year opened. She had warned 
the Bulgarians that, if they chose any Prince whom 
she had not nominated she would exercise the power 
of veto which she enjoyed as a signatory of the Berlin 
Treaty. The Bulgarians were equally resolved upon 
rejecting anyone whom she did nominate, and with 
their constitution thus indefinitely suspended, their 
internal politics lapsed into a turmoil of plot and 
counter-plot which was only saved from crystallising 
into civil war by the inflexible handgrip of the leading 
Regent, M. Stambouloff—the ‘‘ Bismarck of the 
Balkans.”’ The populace clamoured at intervals for 
national independence or the return of Alexander ; 
Lord Salisbury pressed counsels of patience and self- 
control upon the Regents with varying expectations 
of success; and for twelve months the dreaded 
sequence of Bulgarian disorder, Russian intervention, 
and European war remained the expectation most 
convincing of probability. 

But to the western onlookers this anxiety was 
overshadowed by a nearer and darker menace. The 
one forecast which greeted Lord Salisbury from nearly 
every Court in Europe on his return to the Foreign 
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Office was that war between France and Germany was 
inevitable and its outbreak to be looked for in the 
coming spring. The prediction was not confined to 
diplomats. Though no overt cause of quarrel ap- 
peared, the statesmen of both Berlin and Paris pro- 
fessed an equally earnest conviction of each other’s 
sinister intentions: the newspaper press teemed with 
headlines on the “‘ State of Europe,” with warnings 
from ‘“ well-informed quarters”? and head-shaking 
hopes that “‘ counsels of peace would prevail ” ; while 
the Bourses of the different capitals gave ceaselessly 
mobile expression to the anxieties of investors. 

It would be difficult even now to say upon which 
side of the Rhine the fire was lighted which accounted 
for this volume of smoke. There were sinister features 
in France’s political mentality at that time. The 
expenditure of blood and treasure for a most inadequate 
return which had accompanied her excursion two 
years before into colonial enterprise—notably in 
Tonquin and Madagascar—had produced a reaction 
against the experiment and its author, M. Jules Ferry. 
He had associated it with a policy of conciliation 
towards Germany, and when, held up to execration 
as le Tonquinois, he was driven from public life, a 
return of devotion to la révanche as the national 
ideal was a congruous sequel. There were also dis- 
quieting symptoms of a loss of political balance, of a 
shaken faith in the country’s constitutional basis. 
For the first time since the years immediately following 
the establishment of the Republic, elections had shown 
an increase in the royalist vote, and the republican 
majority, panic-stricken, had responded by edicts of 
banishment against the Orleans princes. From the 
opposite direction there had been labour troubles on a 
large scale, accompanied by violence and bloodshed— 
a reminder of the red terror of 1871. Discontent was 
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being intensified by protracted revelations of corrup- 
tion in high places ; a year later the son-in-law of the 
President of the Republic himself became involved 
in them, and the President was forced to resign. 

Whether it was to be looked upon as a product of 
this pervading unrest or a contributory cause to it, 
the phenomenon of the ‘“‘ Boulanger fever’ directed 
it indubitably to warlike issues. General Boulanger 
had become the popular idol of France. He was an 
officer of no professional distinction; an extreme 
Radical in home politics, but, as a fellow-opponent 
of the existing order, receiving the unavowed support 
of the royalist parties. His only apparent claims to 
the hero-worship of which he had become the object 
were his admitted readiness to defy civil authority, the 
beauty of the black horse upon which he paraded the 
streets of Paris, and his addiction to flamboyant 
phrase-making about the glories of France and the 
valour of her soldiers. A negative reason for the 
national obsession could be found in the absence of 
any competing personality. France was politically 
leaderless ; twenty-four changes of Ministry could be 
reckoned in the four years from 1885 to 1888—none 
of them expressing any movement of political opinion 
in the country. In submission to popular enthu- 
siasm rather than by the free choice of politicians, 
General Boulanger had been made Minister of War at 
the beginning of ’86, and, though the Prime Minister 
who appointed him was, as usual, turned out a few 
months later, he had survived into the next Cabinet. 
By an unfortunate coincidence, a Commission ap- 
pointed some years previously had, just at this juncture, 
reported in favour of strengthening developments in 
France’s military organisation. 

Therefore, a simple explanation was arguable of 
the anxiety attributed to Prince Bismarck in the 
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autumn’ and of his intricate diplomacy towards 
Russia: a genuine conviction of France’s will for war 
would have accounted for much. In December he 
gave public expression to such a conviction by intro- 
ducing to the Reichstag a Bill providing for a sub- 
stantial increase in the German army. In the debates 
on this measure he dwelt openly upon the imminence 
of the danger threatening upon Germany’s western 
frontier. His inspired press reiterated the warning 
with ardent insistence. It was the reception which 
France gave to these loud-voiced proclamations of her 
aggressive purpose which made their sincerity difficult 
of belief. The Paris mob might cheer General 
Boulanger and his black charger ; hot-heads here and 
there might shout for the révanche, and royalist 
propagandists hold out its promise as the reward of 
revolution. But the obvious tremor which passed 
through the nation as a whole showed that the peace- 
fulness innate in the peasant and the small rentier was 
still vividly reinforced by memories of 1870. So 
strongly was this evident that there were times when 
Lord Salisbury suspected the man of blood and iron 
of a deliberate intention of unprovoked attack upon 
his neighbour should conditions in Europe prove 
favourable, and of preparing, through a skilfully 
manufactured ‘‘ scare ’’, a suitable moral atmosphere 
for the enterprise as well as an increase of material 
force. At other times he would deduce a less cynical 
and more complex inspiration—a real fear of what the 
rudderless course of French popular sentiment might 
lead to; a will to frighten it into self-control; and a 
readiness to profit by the opportunity in order to 
induce a peace-loving Reichstag to strengthen his 
authority in Europe by enlarging his army. 

The Reichstag, or its majority, was peace-loving ; 


1 See above, p. 8. 
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militarism had not yet permeated German society. 
In January, in spite of Prince Bismarck’s insistent 
warnings, it rejected his Army Bill. He wasted no 
breath in protest but instantly dissolved it. During 
the following six weeks the problem of purpose became 
hopelessly obscured in a tumult of electioneering. 
The only certainty was the Chancellor’s resolve, with 
whatever ultimate object, to secure his Army Bill. It 
was witnessed to by the price which he paid for the 
deciding vote of the Catholic party—closing his twelve 
years’ quarrel with Rome by an unconditional sur- 
render to Vatican demands which must have been a 
bitterly reluctant one. Meanwhile, the nerves of 
Kurope were kept constantly on the stretch by the 
increased energy and unanimity with which every 
voice at the Minister’s command, whether in public or 
in private, emphasised the nearness of the catastrophe. 

Such was the international atmosphere, east and 
west, in which Lord Salisbury resumed work at the 
Foreign Office in the beginning of 1887. It sufficiently 
accounted both for the unanimity with which the 
Cabinet had rejected Lord Randolph’s proposed re- 
trenchments in armament and for Mr. Goschen’s 
insistence upon securing the most authoritative direc- 
tion that could be had for the country’s policy abroad. 


The German Chancellor still clung to the hope of 
recruiting England as an auxiliary defender of his 
eastern frontier. 


To the Queen, January 24, 1887. 


*“ Lord Salisbury with his humble duty respect- 
fully submits that the German ambassador called this 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 8rd series, vol. i. p. 262. 
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afternoon at the Foreign Office. Lord Salisbury has 
reported the substance of his conversation by tele- 
graph. The most remarkable feature in it was his 
assumption that war with France was very near, 
joined to a constant disclaimer of any wish for war on 
the part of Germany. He again and again asked if we 
should be able to look quietly on, especially if Turkey 
and Austria were involved. He pointed out the 
advantages which we enjoyed from the position of 
Germany towards France, in that France could not do 
us any mischief because of the fear of Germany—and 
he pressed for ‘ reciprocity.’ He ended by telling Lord 
Salisbury that he thought that no more salutary thing 
could happen to England than to be involved in a ‘ good 
war’; and he expressed his ever-recurring astonish- 
ment at the ignorance of public opinion in this country. 

** Lord Salisbury indicated his own personal opinion 
that Austria and Turkey ought not to be abandoned if 
seriously pressed ; but he did not conceal his entire 
uncertainty as to the course which parliamentary 
opinion might take. 

‘“* Mons. Waddington called very shortly after and 
was evidently very uneasy... . 

‘* The prospect is very gloomy abroad, but England 
cannot brighten it. Torn in two by a controversy 
which almost threatens her existence, she cannot in the 
present state of public opinion interfere with any decisive 
action abroad. The highest interests would be risked 
here at home, while nothing effective could be done by 
us to keep peace on the Continent. We have absolutely 
no power to restrain either France or Germany, while 
all the power and influence we have will be needed to 
defend our influence in the South East of Europe.” ? 


To Sir Augustus Paget, January 26, 1887. 


‘“* Rumours of warlike preparation come from Italy, 
but I suppose it is well ascertained that Austria has 
1 Jt should be noted that Parliament had not yet met when this letter was 
written, and that the solidarity of the coalition majority under the shock of 
Lord Randolph’s defection was still untested. 
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nothing to fear on that head and that Italy’s con- 
cupiscence is directed towards Savoy and Nice. I can 
hardly believe that all these warlike speculations rest 
upon any solid base of reasoning or fact ; but the fact 
remains that the Chancellor, even in his closest in- 
timities, maintains that the danger of it is imminent. 
It is curious that everybody should be arming if there 
is no real danger, and yet there is no shadow of a 
pretence for it.” 


Sir William White was now formally accredited as 
ambassador at Constantinople.! Lord Salisbury wrote 
to him with reference to a rumoured Russian proposal 
for summoning a Conference on the Bulgarian ques- 
tion : 


To Sir William White, January 26, 1887. 


‘“‘ It may serve conveniently to fill up the time till 
France and Germany are by the ears. If that event 
should happen, the Emperor of Russia will be more 
than human if he does not try to get some advantage 
in the Balkan Peninsula, because he will be certain 
that Austria cannot be assisted by Germany. But 
will there be war between France and Germany ? 
The tone of the German ambassador would distinctly 
forebode it, and the Rothschilds seem to think so. 
What I hear of Bismarck’s utterances to private 
friends points in the same direction. But it may be 
one big electioneering shave, and it certainly is difficult 
to imagine how Bismarck will get a pretext for attack 
ae of the meek mood in which France continues to 
TVG ero 


On the 80th, he wrote to the Queen ? with regard 
to the interdependence of the double crisis in a strain 


* In 1885 he had been there on a temporary mission between the departure 
of one ambassador and the arrival of his successor. In consequence of the 
revolt in Eastern Roumelia he had been kept there till the ensuing crisis was 
over, and in October 1886, after Prince Alexander’s kidnapping, had been 
transferred there permanently as ambassador. 

2 Letters of Queen Vicioria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 265. 
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which would not have commended itself to Count 
Hatzfeldt. Prince Bismarck had made it clear that, 
so long as the tension with France continued, he could 
do nothing to thwart any enterprise of Russia’s in 
South-Eastern Europe. The moral deduced for Lord 
Salisbury’s benefit by the ambassador—and apparently 
also by the Crown Princess in writing to her mother— 
was one of increased belligerency on the part of Eng- 
land in defence of her own and Austria’s interests. 
But the conclusion which he impressed upon his 
Sovereign was precisely the contrary one. During this 
period of Germany’s paralysis, every effort must be 
made to avoid provocation to Russia. The Czar’s 
character must be taken into account: ‘‘ He is a passion- 
ate but slow-witted man: in his cooler moments, 
hesitating and helpless, and nervous as to the political 
effects of war on his own country.” Left to himself 
he would be averse from risking it. Lord Salisbury 
had therefore urged upon the Bulgarian delegates who 
had visited England that winter, the extreme import- 
ance of doing nothing which would be so derogatory 
to him in the eyes of his own subjects as to force 
him into fighting. He was glad to say that they had 
acquiesced. 

His further counsels at Sofia that spring were 
punctuated by similar urgings, and needless occasions 
of offence were, in fact, avoided. 

Her Majesty was naturally one of the channels 
chosen for disseminating that view of the situation 
which the German Chancellor was anxious should 
obtain. At the end of January she forwarded to her 
Minister a letter written this time, not by her daughter 
but, more responsibly, by her son-in-law, the Crown 
Prince Frederick. He reported that Prince Bismarck 
thought the “chances of war nearer than he had 
hitherto done” and he himself evidently shared that 

VOL. IV Cc 
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opinion. France was making military preparations 
which could only be explained in one way; another 
ministerial crisis was imminent in Paris, whose out- 
come might well be the elevation of Boulanger to be 
‘‘ Minister-President.”” Then we must look for acts 
inspired by his vanity and his ambition for the réle 
of a second Napoleon. The usual moral as to 
England’s duty was deduced, though the form which 
it took was new. The Chancellor hoped, the Prince 
said, that England and Italy would come to such an 
understanding as would enable them to make a joint 
naval demonstration on the coast of France. 

At the end of a very characteristic letter of the 
Queen’s, in which comments upon the characters of 
certain Bulgarian politicians, the dubious policy of 
the Court of Vienna, a society scandal in London, the 
inadequacy of one of her ambassadors, and the good 
manners of an under-secretary flowed together in 
unordered sequence, she added a postscript, evidently 
suggested—and as evidently uninfluenced—by her 
son-in-law’s communication : ‘‘ Could not Lord Salis- 
bury ask Prince Bismarck what grownd he has for 
going to war with France and also ask the French 
Government the same? In ’70, it was always said 
that if Lord Clarendon had not died there would not 
have been war. Lord Salisbury is a stronger man than 
Lord Clarendon and could surely devise some means 
to prevent so great a calamity and so wicked an act ”’ 
(January 26). The eminent common sense of the 
opening suggestion did not make it easier for trans- 
lation into diplomatic practice, and the Foreign 
Minister in his reply passed the postscript over in 
silence. But he was not allowed to escape. A 
further letter noted his omission. ‘‘ Lord Salisbury 
has not answered her question as to whether he could 
not urge peace, and some soothing expressions on 
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the part of Germany and France in that direction. 
She always thinks of 1870 and that not enough was 
done then to avert war” (January 31). 

Lord Salisbury promised to do his best, and two 
days later reported that he had represented to Count 
Hatzfeldt Her Majesty’s “ earnest horror of the pos- 
sible calamities of an impending war and impressed 
considerations of that kind as strongly as possible.”’ 
** He only replied, as Lord Salisbury expected, by the 
most earnest asseverations of the pacific intentions 
of the German Government. Nevertheless, Lord Salis- 
bury thought he traced in a very long conversation 
indications of great anxiety, and a disposition to 
press the idea that the beginner of actual operations 
was not necessarily the aggressor but might be forced 
into war by the preparations of his opponent” 
(February 2). 

Another topic was also dealt with in this “‘ very 
long conversation.’ Though the German Chancellor’s 
hopes for an understanding between England and 
Italy outstripped their fulfilment, they were not un- 
founded. Italy’s ambitions as a Mediterranean power 
had overcome her age-long hostility to Austria, and 
of late years she had been in close relations with the 
Central Powers. The Slavicising of the Balkans and 
the Gallicising of Northern Africa were the two things 
which she most dreaded, and she shared with an even 
greater fervour of conviction in German alarms as to 
the threatening possibilities of French restlessness. 
During the winter her ambassador had approached 
Lord Iddesleigh with proposals for a closer under- 
standing betwen the two Powers, and Lord Salisbury 
did not allow the correspondence to drop. 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 268. 
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To Sir Savile Lumley, January 21, 1887. 


‘““There is no State with whom we could work 
more heartily. Our political objects seldom clash 
and we have the enormous advantage in dealing with 
Italy that we have no accumulation of grudges in the 
past to smother kindly feeling in the present. In all 
our relations with Russia and France, this source of 
difficulty is never closed. 

‘*T have asked Corti? to be a little more precise 
as to the mode of co-operation proposed by Robilant ° 
and to ask what is the particular point on which Italy 
might discern danger to herself from the advance of 
Russia. At present it is satisfactory to see there is 
no thought of the Trentino.” 


Count Corti duly particularised the nature of the 
understanding for which his Government wished. 
Lord Salisbury’s reply was interesting as establishing 
thus, at the outset of his Ministry, the principles which 
were to dominate his response to many similar invita- 
tions in the future. 


To the Queen, February 2, 1887.4 


“Yesterday Count Corti came to see Lord Salisbury. 
He was the bearer of propositions from the Italian 
Government for a closer understanding between Italy 
and England. He left a memorandum with Lord 
Salisbury of which the effect was to offer an alliance 
in case of war against France. There were other 
propositions of co-operation which were more accept- 
able—such as common efforts for maintaining the 
status quo in the Aegean, the Adriatic, and the Black 
Sea, and on the African coast. But the paper ended 
with a proposal that in case either Power was at war 
with France, the other Power would give it naval 
assistance. Lord Salisbury promised to bring the 

1 British ambassador at Rome. 2 The Italian ambassador in London. 


8 The Italian Foreign Minister. 
4 Letters of Queen Victoria, 8rd series, vol. i. p. 268. 
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matter before his colleagues, but told Count Corti 
first that England never promised material assist- 
ance in view of-an uncertain war of which the object 
and cause were unknown; and, secondly, that any 
promise, even of diplomatic co-operation, could not 
be directed against any single Power such as France. 
But that on the other hand the policy of Italy and 
Great Britain was very similar, and that within the 
limit of the principles mentioned by Lord Salisbury, 
we should be glad to co-operate with them ; especially 
in the maintenance of the status quo. 

“ To-day the matter was discussed at length in 
the Cabinet and it was resolved that Lord Salisbury 
should draw up a reply in the above sense. This 
afternoon he saw Count Hatzfeldt, who brought a 
message from Prince Bismarck, earnestly recommend- 
ing an understanding of this kind as a means of pre- 
serving peace. A similar message had been sent by 
Sir E. Malet in a private and secret telegram. Lord 
Salisbury discussed the matter at length with the 
German ambassador in the same tone. He impressed 
upon the latter that, though the assistance of England 
might be confidently looked for to maintain the status 
quo in the Mediterranean, and might be very probably 
looked for if France were to attack Italy, and Italy 
found herself in any danger, it was very unlikely to 
be given if Italy made an aggressive war on France. 
Count Hatzfeldt pressed the case of a war in which 
Italy should be the nominal assailant, having attacked 
merely to anticipate a certain attack from France. 
In this case, Lord Salisbury did not hold out any hope 
of English sympathy and aid.” 


A postscript to this letter is illustrative of the 
writer’s methods of doing business : 


‘Lord Salisbury prays Your Majesty to let him 
have this letter back to copy, as it is the sole record 
he has kept of these conversations. At present he is 
keeping the matter secret even from the Foreign 
Office, and has told no soul except his colleagues.” 
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Three days later he again saw the Italian am- 
bassador and his German sponsor. The latter, while 
avoiding any suggestion of his own Government’s 
being included in the arrangement, urged that the 
present moment was a “‘ Wendepunkt,” * that a new 
grouping of the Powers was imminent, and that if 
England did not wish to be left out in the cold she 
must take her part. Lord Salisbury told Mr. Goschen 
(February 5) that he had encouraged the “ grouping 
idea,’’ on the understanding that Germany showed 
herself diplomatically helpful in other directions. 


To the Queen, February 5, 1887.? 


‘** Lord Salisbury has seen Count Corti and Count 
Hatzfeldt to-day, and has discussed with them further 
the projected Italian understanding. He has made 
them understand that this country cannot promise its 
assistance to any other country till it knows what the 
casus belli is ; and that we could not under any circum- 
stances take part in an aggressive war against France. 
On the other hand England has great interests that 
neither France nor Russia should increase their 
domination over the shores either of the Mediter- 
ranean, the Aegean, or the Black Sea; and would be 
ee to co-operate heartily with Italy for that 
end. 

‘* It seems likely that some informal understanding 
will be arrived at; but both the ambassadors under- 
stand that we can enter into no formal Treaty, and 
that we can only speak for the existing Ministry with 
certainty.” 


The form finally adopted for this cautiously limited 
entente was an interchange of notes between the 
Foreign Secretary and the Italian ambassador which 
were not even identic. Agreement was recorded in 


1 “ Turning-point.” 
* Letters of Queen Victoria, 8rd series, vol. i. p- 271. 
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both as to the policy of maintaining as far as possible 
the status quo on the shores of the Mediterranean and 
its adjacent seas, and of averting an “ extension of 
dominion” upon them by any of the great Powers. 
In the event of these objects being endangered, Count 
Corti intimated—though with the mistiness facilitated 
by the subtleties of diplomatic French—a readiness for 
combined action in defence of common interests. But 
Lord Salisbury confined himself to the expression of 
an edifying wish for a co-operation which was de- 
liberately left undefined: ‘‘ the character of that co- 
operation must be decided by the two Governments 
when the occasion for it arises, according to the circum- 
stances of the case.”’ 

‘* Italy,” he wrote to Sir Augustus Paget at Vienna, 
*“ has asked us to come to a closer understanding and 
we have been exchanging despatches with her, more 
effusive, perhaps, than precise; but Robilant’s first 
proposal—which, according to our traditions of course, 
we could not accept—was for an offensive and defen- 
sive alliance against France’? (February 9). He 
deprecated the importance which the Germans seemed 
to attach to the negotiation. ‘* Our professions are so 
guarded,” he wrote to Sir Edward Malet, “ that they 
do not seem to me to amount to more than might have 
been assumed without any despatches at all” 
(February 16). 

The despatches were signed on the 12th of February 
—he had already sent their text to the Queen. 


To the Queen, February 10, 1887.1 


‘‘The English despatch—which, of course, is the 
only one binding on this country, As so drawn as to 
leave entirely unfettered the discretion of Your 
Majesty’s Government as to whether, in any particular 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 272. 
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case they will carry their support of Italy as far as 
‘ material co-operation.’ 

‘“‘ But, short of a pledge upon this subject, it un- 
doubtedly carries very far the ‘ relations plus intimes’ 
which have been urged upon us. It is as close an 
alliance as the parliamentary character of our institu- 
tions will permit. Your Majesty’s advisers recom- 
mend it on the whole as necessary in order to avoid 
serious danger. If in the present grouping of nations, 
which Prince Bismarck tells us is now taking place, 
England was left out in isolation, it might well happen 
that the adversaries who are arming against each other 
on the Continent, might treat the English Empire as 
divisable booty, by which their differences might be 
adjusted, and, though England could defend herself, 
it would be at fearful risk and cost. The interests of 
Italy are so closely parallel to our own, that we can 
combine with her safely. The despatches are only 
drafts, and the English one will of course not be signed 
till it has Your Majesty’s approval.” 


A fortnight later the Austrian ambassador asked 
for a similar understanding on the same restricted 
basis. Lord Salisbury was willing and notes were 
duly exchanged in March, while an agreement of the 
same nature effected between Austria and Italy com- 
pleted the circle of acknowledged sympathies—it 
scarcely amounted to more. 

A letter to Mr. Alfred Austin of this date recalls the 
underlying realities which gave significance to even 
such cautious interchanges of goodwill. 


To Mr. Alfred Austin, March 8, 1887. 


“My Dear Austin—I have read the article in 
the Standard this morning, on the condition of Europe, 
with great satisfaction. It is a very good article and 
will do a great deal of good. It expresses the facts 
exactly as I believe they are. I believe that England 
will fight in company with Austria, Turkey and Italy 
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in case Russia should attack the Balkan States; and 
it is well the Czar should know it—though, of course, 
in a parliamentary State, we can give no specific 
promises.” 


In despite of the general anticipation, the tension 
in the west of Europe relaxed with the coming of 
spring. In Germany the elections had resulted in a 
complete victory for Prince Bismarck and his Army 
Bill, and the press war-campaign ceased. Shortly 
afterwards there was another change of Government 
in France and the incoming Ministers, painfully im- 
pressed by the risks recently run, decided to reject 
General Boulanger as a colleague. His successor at 
the Ministry of War took an early opportunity of 
removing him from Paris to a provincial command in 
Clermont-Ferrand. He had not been finished with, 
but, for the time, his influence was in abeyance. 

In the east the prospect was still disquieting 
through the growing unrest in Bulgaria. Lord Salis- 
bury’s suspicions were aroused by Count Hatzfeldt’s 
new insistence upon the Czar’s will for peace and the 
consequent impunity with which the Bulgarians might 
now embark upon interesting political experiments. 


To Sir Wiliam White, April 5, 1887. 


‘* During the last fortnight the Regents have given 
us rather a scare. We were informed that they were 
resolved on re-electing Prince Alexander and on 
declaring their independence of the Porte. A more 
ingenious combination for leaving themselves in an 
absolutely helpless condition could not have been 
devised. They must have had Turkey and Russia on 
their backs at once—and no other Power would have 
had a pretext for helping them, even if it had had the 


inclination. 
‘* However, we now understand that this was all a 
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mistake—that they never intended anything illegal, 
and that they are only asking Prince Alexander as a 
matter of form, being certain he will refuse. Let us 
hope that all will come straight. .. . 

‘““The present aspect of European affairs is rather 
puzzling. The best explanation I can offer is that 
Bismarck has tried to induce Russia to sit still, or take 
a bribe, while France is being crushed, and that Russia 
has declined. Next, he has tried to get Russia in- 
volved in the Balkan Peninsula, and here too he has 
failed. And now he is thinking what he shall try 
next. But I believe he is still true to the main prin- 
ciple of his policy—employing his neighbours to pull 
out each other’s teeth.” 


He sent the Queen a somewhat similar diagnosis 
of recent history : 


To the Queen, April 4, 1887.1 


‘Lord Salisbury, as the result of many conversa- 
tions with Count Hatzfeldt and piecing together 
indications furnished by chance expressions, is dis- 
posed to believe that Prince Bismarck did wish for 
war with France; that the Emperor of Russia, afraid 
of being left without an ally, informed Prince Bismarck 
or allowed him to see, that France would not be 
altogether abandoned, and that since that time the 
Prince has been trying to make trouble between 
Russia and Bulgaria, hoping that thereby the Czar’s 
hands would be too full to suffer him to interfere on 
behalf of France, and on the other hand that no harm 
would come of it in view of the recently concluded 
understanding between Italy, Austria, and England. 

‘“This is mere conjecture, but Count Hatzfeldt’s 
evident desire to persuade Lord Salisbury to advise 
the Bulgarians to pursue an adventurous policy has 
led him to think that there must be some explanation 
of the kind. It is to be hoped, however, that if this be 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 8rd series, vol. i. p. 294. 
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true, he will be foiled,—for the Bulgarians, though 
under great temptation, are behaving prudently.” 


An interesting comment on this “‘ mere conjecture ”’ 
is to be found in the German Foreign Office documents.1 
Secret negotiations between Russia and Germany had 
begun early in January for the conclusion of what 
came to be known later as the Reinsurance Treaty,? 
to replace the defunct Drei-Kaiser-Bund. Soon after 
they were opened, they were unaccountably held up 
at St. Petersburg and towards the end of February 
Prince Bismarck wrote irritably to his ambassador 
there, asking for some explanation of M. de Giers’ ® 
prolonged silence. In his reply, the ambassador 
mentioned, as possibly throwing light upon the subject, 
that he had been warned that Russian opinion would 
not tolerate an overwhelming defeat of France or one 
that would eliminate her as a great Power. M. de 
Giers had assured him of his confidence that the 
German Government aimed at no such issue—but did 
not in fact volunteer a resumption of negotiations 
until after the intensive German propaganda against 
France had stopped in the third week of March. 


1 Gr. Pol. der Eur.-Kab., vol. v. pp. 218-220. 

2 By the provisions of this Treaty—which was signed in the following June 
—Germany recognised Russia’s “ historical” rights in Bulgaria and—in an 
‘* archi-secret ’? protocol—promised her “‘ benevolent neutrality” in any 
measures which the Czar might find it necessary to take in “ guarding the key 
of his Empire” at Constantinople. Russia on her side promised neutrality 
in the event of a French attack on Germany. The Russian Minister insisted 
on absolute secrecy owing to the extreme unpopularity of Germany with his 
countrymen at the time. 

3 The Russian Foreign Minister. 
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Lorp Sauispury’s refusal to join in any alliance 
directed specifically against France was comple- 
mentary to an effort upon which he was at that time 
preparing to engage to establish better relations with 
her. They were certainly capable of improvement. 
It was not only in Egypt that her unfriendliness was 
displayed nor was Lord Salisbury convinced that that 
quarrel was its sole originating cause. There were 
patent reasons why the timidity of her ephemeral 
Ministries, bound in self-defence to find some objective 
for popular ill-humour, should seek to direct it else- 
where than across the Rhine. 

However that may have been, the result appeared 
in the emergence of a multitude of small but embitter- 
ing controversies. For the continuance of one of 
these Lord Salisbury admitted his own country to have 
been largely responsible. The free passage of the 
Suez Canal in time of war had never yet been inter- 
nationally guaranteed. The other Powers interested 
had declared themselves ready to accept any settle- 
ment upon which France and England could agree. 
Lord Granville in 1885 had promised to co-operate ; 
France was eager to safeguard de Lesseps’ great 
achievement ; but, irritated by her unceasing and 
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the subsequent British Governments, absorbed in the 
excitements of a double general election, had been in 
no hurry to satisfy her. In November ’86, as has 
been related, the majority of the Cabinet, under Lord 
Randolph’s impulsion and in opposition to their chief, 
had still voted for postponement.! After the January 
reconstruction they presumably suffered themselves 
to be persuaded or overruled, and in a message to Sir 
Henry Wolff on February 18, Lord Salisbury an- 
nounced the opening of informal negotiations on the 
subject with the French ambassador. 

Other questions in,dispute, however, could not 
so easily be solved by British complaisance. Early 
in February, those already in existence were added 
to by the action of a French naval officer, who planted 
his country’s flag on a desert spot on the Somali coast, 
whose only attraction to desire appears to have been 
the fact that the Union Jack was already flying there. 
It was well within the undisputed limits of the British 
Protectorate, the delimitation of whose frontier with 
that of French Somaliland was being negotiated at the 
time. The moment chosen for this demonstration 
was when the thunders were pealing at their loudest 
on the other bank of the Rhine, and when Lord 
Salisbury was actually engaged in resisting Italy’s 
pressure for an offensive and defensive alliance against 
France. He wrote to Lord Lyons in a mood of par- 
donable irritation : 


To Lord Lyons, February 5, 1887. 


‘‘ The French are inexplicable. One would have 
thought that under existing circumstances it was not 
necessary to make enemies,—that there were enough 
provided for France by nature just now; but she 
seems bent upon aggravating the patient beast of 


1 Vol. III. p. 322. 
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burden that lives here by every insult and worry her 
ingenuity can devise. 

‘‘In Newfoundland she has issued orders which, 
if faithfully executed, must bring the French and 
English fleets into collision. At the New Hebrides, 
spite of repeated promises, she will not stir. In Egypt 
she baulks a philanthropic change! out of pure 
‘cussedness.’ In Morocco she is engaged in appro- 
priating the territory by instalments, threatening to 
reach Tangier at no distant date. And now, just as 
we are entering upon pacific negotiations, the French 
Government send orders to do precisely that which, 
a month ago, Waddington promised they should not 
do,—namely, run up the French flag at Dongarita. 
It is very difficult to prevent oneself from wishing for 
another Franco-German war to put a stop to this 
incessant vexation. 

‘“* We have protested earnestly about Dongarita— 
which has more the air of a studied insult than any of 
the others. As to the Newfoundland fisheries, if they 
execute their threats they render the passage of a 
Bait Bill next year a matter of certainty. We have 
strained the goodwill of the colonists very far in re- 
fusing to allow it this year. The other matters will, 
I suppose, be the subject of slow negotiations.” 


Two months later he made mocking reference to the 
continued French delay in closing the futile Somali- 
land dispute. ‘‘ At Dongarita itself the two flags 
were flying side by side; but a provident Somali who 
passed that way thought it would simplify the situa- 
tion to carry them both away. So now the place is 
utterly desert.” (To Lord Lyons, April 27.) 

France claimed that her activities in Morocco were 
limited to unaggressive negotiations with the Sultan for 


1 The abolition of the corvée or government exaction of forced labour. In 
July ’86 the International Debt Commission had given leave to add £250,000 
to the limit of administrative expenditure for the purpose of replacing the 
corvée by paid labour, but the French had objected to ratify this permission. 
(Modern Egypt, vol. ii. pp. 412-416.) 
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the “ rectification ’’ of her Algerian frontier. But in 
that year of strained European nerves, Lord Salis- 
bury’s suspicions were shared elsewhere to practical 
effect. In May, Spain entered into a four years’ secret 
engagement with Italy and her Teutonic backers— 
which was confidentially communicated to the British 
Minister—for the maintenance of the status quo in 
North Africa and the common renunciation of separate 
understandings with France. 

The quarrel over the fishing rights off Newfound- 
land had attained the dignified age of nearly two 
centuries, having originated in the provisions of the 
Treaty of Utrecht in 17138, which gave French rivals in 
the cod-fishery the invidious right of landing and 
drying their fish on the territory of their competitors. 
Their Government had recently embittered a perennial 
bad feeling by subsidising in neutral markets this 
offensive competition with the Newfoundland fisher- 
men, and the Newfoundland legislature had responded 
by passing a Baits Act devised expressly for the injury 
of the foreign intruders. Lord Salisbury, on his 
introduction to this latest phase of the ancient quarrel, 
had appealed to his Colonial Secretary for information. 
Sir Henry Holland was among the most personally 
intimate of his colleagues and was possessed of a very 
kindred sense of humour to his own : 


To Sir Henry Holland, January 17, 1887. 


‘“* My Dear HoLttanp—On my first appearance at 
the Foreign Office, Waddington has fallen upon me 
with extreme ferocity on the subject of ‘ Newfoundland 
bait.’ What have you been doing with bait? Pray 
be pacific, but, if you intend plunging into hostilities 
upon this absorbing subject, at least let me ask for 
some arguments to defend myself with. I have got a 
vague notion that it is connected with the French 
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bounties ; and whenever Waddington said ‘bait,’ I 
said ‘bounty.’ But when he asked me how I got 
from one to the other, I entirely broke down.” 


The next day he had apparently solved the problem 
and wrote in graver mood to warn Sir Henry that the 
question was a “very awkward” one and to urge 
delay in allowing the Newfoundland Act. The fisher- 
men on both sides were meanwhile taking the law into 
their own hands and British and French gunboats 
appeared shortly afterwards upon the scene. The 
Baits Act was postponed for a year and by means of 
strenuous ingenuities in compromise, critical develop- 
ments were averted for the moment.1_ Lord Salisbury 
used to declare that this Treaty of the dead past had 
caused him more worry and labour than all its modern 
successors put together. 

Imperial ill feeling of a more serious and wide- 
spread character was aroused by another of the 
grievances catalogued in his letter to Lord Lyons. The 
New Hebrides group of islands, lying some 1000 miles 
from the coasts of Australia on the one hand and New 
Zealand on the other, and about a third of that distance 
from the French penal settlement in New Caledonia, 
had been made the subject of a self-denying conven- 
tion between France and England, precluding both 
Powers from its annexation. Nevertheless, in the 
spring of 1886, the French, pleading native outrages 
upon their nationals, had landed troops upon one of 
the islands and were credited with the intention of 
transferring their criminals there. Though it was, in 
fact, further from the Australian continent than New 
Caledonia, the Colonial Governments, who had regret- 
fully surrendered hopes of British annexation in defer- 
ence to the pledge given, were clamorous that France 
should also be made to honour it. Lord Rosebery first, 


1 See Chapter XII. for their more serious recrudescence three years later. 
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and then Lord Iddesleigh, had emphatically supported 
their protest. The French admitted illegality but 
they did not withdraw their soldiers, who talked openly 
of permanent occupation. Lord Salisbury resumed 
remonstrance but the Paris Government remained 
obstructive and, in the spring, Australian anger rose to 
fever height. 

That was the year of Queen Victoria’s Jubilee and 
became notable in the Empire’s history for the meeting 
of the first Imperial Conference. The later develop- 
ment of its functions was as spontaneous and un- 
deliberate as other growths in the British Constitution, 
and on this first occasion it was summoned only for the 
limited purpose of discussing what contribution in men 
and ships each self-governing colony was prepared to 
make to Imperial defence. But, having assembled in 
London, its delegates took the opportunity to express 
their views upon other subjects in which they were 
interested. Among them, the French occupation of 
the New Hebrides. There was much vigorous criti- 
cism of Downing Street slackness. Discussion was 
initiated with the Prime Minister through the Colonial 
Secretary as intermediary. Lord Salisbury had sug- 
gested utilising the Suez Canal question as a counter 
in the negotiation. The overseas representatives, 
still innocent of international responsibilities which 
their children were to learn thirty years later in a 
school of fire, saw no necessity for bargaining on 
such a clear issue. Why did not the Prime Minister 
insist upon France’s keeping her word without more 
ado? The Prime Minister, who for weeks past had 
been battling his way for world peace through a 
complicated European crisis, did not take the criticism 
meekly. ‘‘ Insistence”’ addressed to a great Power 
without softening of negotiation, meant threat of war 
and nothing else. Was that what the delegates 
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wanted? The unsophisticated visitors repudiated 
such bloodthirsty purpose but continued to protest 
that the Government of a great nation ought not to 
be bribed to the fulfilment of its pledges. Lord 
Salisbury’s feelings were not soothed by an accom- 
panying proposal that one of their number should go 
to Paris to negotiate separately according to their 
own ideas with the French Foreign Office. ‘ They 
are the most unreasonable people I ever heard or 
dreamt of,’ he complained. Sir Henry suggested 
placably that he should come and address them him- 
self. He did so, warning his colleague beforehand 
that he should “‘ speak the truth in love.” In spite 
of such ominous preparation his speech proved effectu- 
ally persuasive to his fellow-subjects. The proposal 
for independent negotiaton was not pressed and he 
was left to prosecute his defence of Australasian 
interests at his own time and by his own methods. 
These did not involve any exculpation of the French 
aggression and “the truth in love”? seems to have 
been impartially distributed. Official publicity for 
the discussions in Conference had been laid down as a 
fundamental condition of the new experiment. Lord 
Salisbury forgot this provision and was only reminded 
of it when the report of his speech was sent to him for 
correction previous to publication. He was horror- 
struck, penitently admitting that it was all his own 
fault, but declaring that if his candid criticisms of the 
French Government were published, all further negoti- 
ation would be hopeless. Attempts were made at 
drastic editing—but they broke down—and, finally, 
Mr. Goschen was appealed to for a detached opinion. 
He gave it without hesitation: his chief’s remarks 
were “‘ quite unfit for publication.” So a formula 
was agreed upon for communication to the press which 
became an enduring precedent: ‘‘ The proceedings 
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of this day related to matters in discussion with foreign 
Governments and were therefore confidential.” 

These various disagreements, though they seriously 
irritated British opinion both at home and overseas, 
had no wider repercussions. It was in Egypt that 
France’s persistent hostility became, indirectly, of 
importance in European affairs. Lord Salisbury’s 
letters reveal the extent to which its reaction, par- 
ticularly upon Anglo-German relations, influenced 
him in the new and often criticised departure in 
Egyptian policy which he attempted this year. 

Co-operation with Germany had not been pro- 
ductive of the content hoped for eighteen months 
before. Lord Salisbury still recognised Prince Bis- 
marck’s claim for her as being pre-eminently the 
‘“‘ satisfied’? power in Europe. The ambition for 
colonial and naval supremacy which had already 
bitten her traders, professors, and service-men, had 
not yet attacked her Government. The architect of 
the German Empire was anxious to rest and be thank- 
ful in the contemplation of his achievement, and this 
disposition in him contrasted favourably both with 
France’s unstable direction and pervading restlessness 
of discontent and with the incoherent aggressiveness 
of Russian Pan-Slavism. But recent happenings had 
suggested doubts as to whether his methods were not 
as great a danger to European peace as the aims of the 
others. Satisfaction, unfortunately, is no guarantee 
of security and Prince Bismarck’s nerves had become 
irritable and enfeebled by age. His fears, operating 
through his innate unscrupulousness, presented ugly 
possibilities. The scare on the Rhine frontier taught 
the same lesson as the ceaseless pressure to induce a 
quarrel between England and Russia against which 
Lord Salisbury had been diplomatically digging his 
heels in since the day that he took office. 
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There were other causes for discontent. The 
Chancellor’s habit of using his friendship as an in- 
strument of coercion had been getting on his English 
colleague’s nerves. Overseas questions between the 
two countries were fortunately not numerous at the 
moment. ‘There had been trouble in connection with 
Samoa. The Consuls of Great Britain, Germany, and 
the United States had for some years, by right of the 
commercial interests of their nationals and the number 
of them who were settled in the islands, assisted the 
native rulers with advice which was sometimes im- 
perative and often contradictory. The reigning king 
—Malietoa—had quarrelled with the Germans and 
had, embarrassingly, invited annexation by England. 
The German Consul had responded by espousing the 
cause of a rival claimant to the throne; conditions 
virtually amounting to civil war had supervened, and 
negotiations for some modus vivendi between London, 
Berlin, and Washington had been in progress since 
early in ’86. They had proceeded with comparatively 
little friction, but it was mainly because Lord Salisbury 
refused to treat the matter as one of primary import- 
ance to Great Britain. In November, he had enjoined 
upon Sir Philip Currie the necessity of “ sitting upon 
the Colonial Office ” with regard to it: ‘‘ We shall get 
into a new Angra Pequena trouble if we do not look 
out. That is to say, we shall force him [Bismarck] 
into a menacing position upon a matter upon which 
we are not prepared to resist him to the end and the 
result will be a discreditable ‘ skedaddle’”’ (Novem- 
ber 80, 1886). 

In East Africa the reactions of the German Chan- 
cellor’s temper were more unavoidable and more 
troublesome. The decision of the International Com- 
mission appointed in the autumn of 1885 had estab- 
lished the Sultan of Zanzibar’s sovereignty over the 
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Arab-inhabited coast-line and further negotiation had 
issued in a Convention signed in 1886, under which the 
half-explored territory behind had been divided into 
German and English “‘ spheres of influence ’’ according 
to the operations already engaged in it by the re- 
spective trading companies. In the process of de- 
limitating this frontier and negotiating with the Sultan 
for ports and coast concessions, Prince Bismarck’s 
assumption of creditor’s rights to the friendly offices 
of the British Government had become incessant and 
exasperating. Now and again British delegates or 
Consuls would show what he considered to be an ex- 
cessive partiality for the interests of their compatriots, 
or fail of the support at the court of Zanzibar which 
he thought himself entitled to receive from them. 
Then messages would come through Sir Edward 
Malet or Count Hatzfeldt, warning the British 
Foreign Office that unless it mended its ways, it 
need expect no further help or countenance from 
Berlin. 

It was in Egypt that these threats had operative 
power ; it was upon his friendly offices there that the 
Chancellor mainly based his claims to “ reciprocity.” 
In spite of Sir Evelyn Baring’s ingenious thrift, it was 
still necessary, from time to time, to resort to financial 
expedients for which international consents were 
required, and France’s opposition to any proposal 
emanating from the British administration was always 
available for diplomatic support. And it was not 
only its economic needs that made it a temptation to 
provocative experiment. In view of England’s own 
pledges and the Khedive’s vassal status his consent 
could not fully regularise her position there. Apart 
from Prince Bismarck’s requisitions Egypt had _ be- 
come an instrument always ready to the hand of 
Russian diplomats for stirring up Turkish jealousy 
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and creating yet another difficulty for British diplomacy 
in the Near East. 

Such considerations acted this year with cumula- 
tive effect upon Lord Salisbury’s personal attitude 
towards the occupation. He had never contemplated 
it as permanent but he now became actively anxious 
for its termination. Already Sir Evelyn’s achieve- 
ment in reducing economic chaos to order had opened 
out possibilities of escape which two years before had 
been unappreciable. Thus, between two phases of 
greater willingness for dominion, Egypt was mainly 
envisaged by him during the earlier months of 1887 
as an intolerable hamper upon England’s policy in 
other parts of the world. The responsibilities which 
she had incurred to the Egyptian people must be 
fulfilled ; her own Imperial interests must be safe- 
guarded after her departure; but if these conditions 
could be satisfied, the sooner that that event could 
take place the better. Sir Henry Wolff was again 
sent out to Constantinople, this time with purposeful 
instructions for a _ settlement which, had France 
suffered it to be concluded, might have altered the 
history of Europe for a generation. 

At the outset there seemed possibilities for 
compromise with her. Lord Salisbury, in February, 
wishing to reassure Sir Evelyn Baring as to the effect 
which an engagement for early withdrawal might have 
upon his projected reforms, reported to him a con- 
versation which Sir Edward Malet had had with his 
French colleague, M. Herbette, at Berlin, in which the 
latter had insisted that all our difficulties were due to 
our refusal to fix a date for evacuation. ‘ Only name 
a day—and Herbette promises that the corvée shall 
be abolished, the capitulations reformed, the press law 
passed, and powers of re-entry in certain contingencies 
secured to ourselves. ‘ Only let us have the credit of 
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having induced you to fix a date!’— Meanwhile 
the Iron Chancellor is hinting that if we do not 
behave well, he will give the French their heads” 
(February 4). 

On February 10, he sent the Queen a draft of the 
terms of settlement which it was proposed to offer to 
the Sultan. 


To the Queen, February 10, 1887. 


“It consists of ‘suggestions’ for the settlement of 
the Egyptian Question ; and is designed to furnish a 
basis of Sir H. Wolff’s negotiations at Constantinople. 
It has become evident that a permanent occupation of 
Egypt will not only be against our pledges and ex- 
ceedingly costly, but it also means permanent dis- 
agreement with France and Turkey which may at any 
moment take an acute form. On the other hand, we 
are pledged not to leave Egypt to the danger either of 
internal anarchy or of foreign invasion. The enclosed 
‘suggestions’ are designed to reconcile these diffi- 
culties. England undertakes to leave Egypt in five 
years, if at the time there is no apprehension of internal 
or external disturbance, but she retains the power of 
entering again at any time if there shall be danger of 
invasion, or anarchy, or of Egypt not fulfilling her 
engagements. 

‘** It is very probable that France will not consent to 
these proposals, and that the negotiations may be 
protracted, but they will be acceptable to Turkey, 
which chiefly desires to see the flag of the infidel 
disappear, and they will exonerate Your Majesty’s 
Government from any charge of attempting to ignore 
their pledges.” 


M. Herbette proved to have been too sanguine in 
his assurances. 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 8rd series, vol. i. p. 272. 
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To Lord Lyons, February 19, 1887. 


‘“‘ Waddington is. gloomy and rather ill-tempered, 
either from the fogs or the crisis. I have not had any 
further talk with him about Egypt lately. I think he 
avoids the subject. Wolff tells me that the Chargé 
d’Affaires at Constantinople is a mere creature of 
Nelidoff’s.1. Our negotiations are dragging on with 
little prospect of success. We are willing to fix a 
distant date for our leaving, if we receive a Treaty 
power to go back whenever internal or external 
securities are threatened. The tone in which both 
France and Turkey have received this proposal may 
best be expressed by the colloquial phrase ‘ Damn 
their impudence.’ I do not expect to carry what I 
want at present but, before modifying these terms, I 
should like to know what is going to happen in 
Kurope.”’ 


Prince Bismarck, from the opposite point of view, 
was almost as critical. Faithful to his principle of 
do ut des, he responded to the British acceptance of 
the Italian advances by instructing his ambassador at 
Constantinople to support Sir Henry at the Porte. 
But he protested strongly to Sir Edward Malet against 
the idea of evacuation, unexceptionably basing his 
protest upon the injury which would be inflicted upon 
German trade by any shaking of stability at Cairo. 
Lord Salisbury accounted for it in a less simple fashion, 
and was proportionately strengthened in his desire to 
be quit of his burden. 


To Sir Edward Malet, February 28, 1887. 


“Your account of Bismarck’s criticisms on our 
Egyptian policy is discouraging. He is hard to please. 
Unless we take the chestnuts out of the hottest part of 
the fire, he thinks we are shirking our work. But we 


1 The Russian ambassador at Constantinople. 
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cannot go beyond a certain point to please him, 
especially as his quid pro quo is purely negative. 

“We have willingly ranged ourselves with the 
Central European Powers,—that has always been our 
policy. A distinct estrangement from France has 
followed, which has cost us a pack of bothers in various 
parts of the world. But when he wants us—as he 
evidently does—to quarrel with France downright 
over Egypt, I think he is driving too hard a bargain. 
It is not worth our while. Our policy is not, if we can 
help it, to allow France either to force us out of Egypt 
altogether or to force us into a quarrel over Egypt. 
Therefore our negotiations must be circumspect, slow, 
and a little hazy and ambiguous. The Chancellor, of 
course, will like clear statements, definite policies, and 
a breach as soon as possible. Our position in Egypt 
is one that the public opinion here will not allow us to 
abandon altogether, but it is a disastrous inheritance, 
for it enables the Chancellor to demand rather un- 
reasonable terms as the price, not of his assistance, but 
of his refusal to join a coalition against us.” 


To Sir Henry Wolff, February 23, 1887. 


‘* We are steering in very narrow channels and we 
are in constant danger of running aground on one side 
or the other. On the one hand, English opinion is not 
prepared for an evacuation of Egypt, still less for the 
abandonment of it. They will not be reconciled to it 
till they see that France is strong enough to enforce it, 
and that conviction they naturally cannot acquire till 
this suspense period is ended one way or the other. 
On the other hand, we must keep it diplomatically in 
our power to satisfy France on account of Bismarck’s 
attitude. His policy in a humbler walk of life would 
be called chantage. He is perpetually telling us of the 
offers France is making of reconciliation on the basis of 
an attack upon England in Egypt, and of the sacrifices 
which Germany makes by refusing these proposals ; 
sacrifices for which, he adds, England must make some 
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return, and then he demands this and that. I heartily 
wish we had never gone into Egypt. Had we not done 
so, we could snap our fingers at all the world. But 
the national, or acquisitional feeling has been roused ; 
it has tasted the fleshpots and it will not let them 
ONnoer 
‘*‘ However, our only safe course is to follow out 
our negotiations on the lines of the instruction or 
‘suggestions.’ They are sufficiently careful of our 
interests to be able to produce, if at any time it should 
be necessary to do so; on the other hand, they are 
reasonable enough to deprive France of the pretext 
for breaking off in a huff.” 


There was one brief interruption to the support 
which Count Radowitz! gave to the Wolff mission 
which, in its origin and circumstance, was very typical 
of the conditions which so tried Lord Salisbury’s 
temper. During an interim vacancy of the Consulate- 
General at Zanzibar diplomatic business came into 
the hands of a subordinate Consul whose conduct of 
it appears to have been resented by Prince Bismarck. 
Lord Salisbury admitted a want of tact but pointed 
out that, with the arrival of the new superior, the 
Consul would return to his normal non-political duties. 
The Chancellor was not satisfied ; the peccant official 
must be dismissed altogether from the island. Lord 
Salisbury argued and refused : ‘‘ Assistance to German 
policy in Zanzibar,” he wrote to the British Chargé 
d’ Affaires at Berlin, ‘‘ was not in question, as H. would 
have no political influence or duties whatever. But 
to remove him from the island would be to censure 
him and I could not censure a man who, in my judg- 
ment, had done no wrong” (April 28). He tele- 
graphed his refusal and the very next day came a 
despairing message from Sir Henry Wolff. His 


1 The German ambassador at Constantinople. 
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negotiation had reached a critical and hopeful stage ; 
the Turks had accepted most of what was required of 
them ; the signature of a Convention was in sight ; 
and now Count Radowitz had just been to tell him 
that he had received telegraphic orders to reverse his 
action and to withdraw all support from the British 
envoy. The result would be fatal. 

The Foreign Office staff came to the rescue with a 
vacant post in another part of the world which would 
be promotion for the subject of contention, and Lord 
Salisbury yielded on condition that a sufficient interval 
should elapse to obscure any recognisable connection 
between cause and effect. 


To Mr. Scott, May 4, 1887. 


*“* It is not worth quarrelling with Bismarck at this 
juncture for the sake of maintaining H. at Zanzibar 
where he is not a success ..., so, on the under- 
standing that I could do it without injury to him, I 
thought the balance of advantages was in favour of 
consent. But that circumstance does not affect the 
monstrousness of the demand or the danger we shall 
incur if we remain exposed to sallies of temper of this 
kind. It is only Egypt that puts us in this difficulty, 
for otherwise Bismarck’s wrath would be of little 
moment to us. It is heartily to be wished we were 
delivered from this very inconvenient and somewhat 
humiliating relation.” 


The concession was honestly paid for and the next 
week he was able to report that the German Foreign 
Office had kept its promise and “ had been of great 
use at Constantinople.”’ The Italian and Austrian 
embassies were more spontaneously helpful. The 
Sultan hesitated, agreed, withdrew, procrastinated, 
after his habitual fashion, and outside opinion became 


1 British Chargé d’Affaires at Berlin. Sir Edward Malet was away on 
leave. 
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impatient. Mr. Smith protested against the long 
delay in taking Parliament into confidence. “ All 
negotiations,” replied his chief, “‘ and Turkish ones 
especially, must be conducted on the principle of 
salmon-fishing. The length of time during which you 
must play your fish depends upon his choice, not on 
yours. Even the omnipotence of the House of 
Commons cannot prescribe that a fish shall be caught 
in a fixed number of minutes; and they will find that 
catching Turks is a more uncertain matter still. If 
they insist, the attempt to catch the fish must be 
dropped ” (April 6). 

Five years was the term which he had offered for 
the British evacuation if his conditions were satisfied. 
The Turks demanded that three years should be 
substituted. He was conscious how severely this 
final concession would try the loyalty of his followers, 
but, after a brief hesitation, agreed. M. Waddington 
was reassuring as to French consent on this basis. 
Like M. Herbette at Berlin, he appears to have been 
totally unacquainted with the views—if they had any 
fixed views—of the mob-ridden Government in Paris.! 


To Sir Henry Wolff, May 4, 1887. 


“ Thad a little talk with Waddington to-day about 
your negotiations. I admitted you had asked for 
five years. He informed me his Government would 
be prepared to support three years, from which I in- 


1 Sir Henry Wolff, in his private letters to Lord Salisbury at this time, 
reported several conversations which he had had with the Comte de Florian, 
who appears to have been on a sort of unofficial mission at Constantinople. 
He was an intimate confidant of M. Waddington’s. He impressed on Sir 
Henry the anxiety felt by the latter, and by the whole “‘ moderate ” party in 
France, for the conclusion of the Convention. They saw in it a necessary 
preliminary to an understanding with England and Italy which they would 
much prefer to an alliance with Russia. If such an understanding could be 
achieved, their hope was that those Powers would be able to mediate a final 
reconciliation between France and Germany: it was only the ‘ extremists ” 
who wished for a continuance of the policy of the révanche. 
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ferred that four years was the right thing. I told him 
that people here would cry out terribly about three 
years—but I impressed upon him that the re-entry 
was the point on which we most insisted, and that we 
had no intention of leaving Egypt until that was con- 
ceded. He replied that in our conversations of last 
autumn that had been conceded in principle and that 
all that required to be settled were the conditions 
under which the right was to be exercised. I replied 
that this was one of the cases where the principle was 
easily cut away by unfavourable conditions. 

** [think we may have less difficulty with the French 
than we anticipated—if we can agree with Turkey. 
I do not think the mass of politicians here will object 
to our leaving Egypt in three years, but I anticipate 
some considerable storm in our own party. There 
are a certain number of Jingoes who on all questions 
between foreign countries and us or our colonies, take 
the most extravagant view as a matter of course, and 
of late years they have gained greatly in strength and 
they may give us an evil quarter of an hour.” 


He had to appease other objections with which he 
had more sympathy. He frankly admitted to Sir 
Evelyn Baring that, on this occasion, Egypt’s interests 
were being sacrificed to those of England’s European 
relations. 


To Sir Evelyn Baring, May 6, 1887. 


‘“The change is strongly recommended by our 
allies at Constantinople and it is pretty clear that the 
Porte will not assent to any more. If we had had only 
Egyptian interests to consider, the interval is clearly 
not enough; it would be much better that we should 
remain for fifteen years. But the political position 
caused by our occupation of Egypt is one of great 
difficulty. It places us a good deal at the mercy of 
the German Powers, who have only to guarantee 
France from interference on their part in order to 
cause us a formidable amount of trouble, and we are 
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perpetually being reminded of this liability. Of 
course, if any territorial or other profit to England 
was the price of these embarrassments, it would be 
easy to push through them, but we are bound hand 
and foot by the pledges of retirement which our pre- 
decessors have given, and which we have impliedly 
confirmed. There is, therefore, no material com- 
pensation to England for the serious diplomatic dis- 
advantage to which our present position exposes us.” 


The patience of the anglers was at length rewarded. 
Sir Henry’s skill in oriental diplomacy and the pro- 
spect of getting rid of at least one set of intrusive 
Christians from his steadily diminishing Empire, 
proved effective with the Sultan. An addition to 
the original draft had been provided against the event 
of France’s non-concurrence. A Declaration was 
appended to the instrument to the effect that, if one 
of the great Mediterranean Powers had failed to ratify 
the Convention when the date fixed for the evacuation 
arrived, the failure should be held to constitute an 
‘““appearance of danger from without,’ entitling 
Great Britain to postpone the withdrawal of her troops. 
Evacuation was, in fact, to be the price paid for a re- 
conciled France, and was not to materialise unless the 
goods were delivered. ‘ The Declaration is essential,” 
telegraphed Lord Salisbury to Sir Henry, who had 
urged delay in publishing it; ‘‘ the Convention with- 
out it cannot be defended.” 

The Convention was signed on May 22, and a 
month later was fixed as the limiting period for its 
ratification. The Whitsuntide holidays prevented 
any immediate parliamentary discussion of it, and 
before they were ended any occasion for patriotic 
alarm at its conclusion had vanished. Though the 
substance of the Convention was already well known 
in Constantinople, its publication became the signal 
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for an outburst of indignation on the part of the 
French and Russian representatives there.t They 
fell upon the luckless Sultan in a veritable onslaught 
of diplomatic fury. If he ratified this agreement he 
would be signing away the integrity of his Empire ; 
he would be conniving at the abrogation of the Berlin 
Treaty ; Russia would consider herself as at once 
entitled to occupy Armenia, France to send soldiers 
into Syria ;—and they would do so. The three 
Central Powers loyally backed up England—but 
neither she nor they threatened voies de fait and the 
nervous epileptic on the throne succumbed to the 
more immediate menace. He appealed to Lord 
Salisbury for a withdrawal of the re-entry condition, 
which was refused; for a week’s postponement of 
ratification, which was accorded. But the week’s 
delay changed nothing; another postponement was 
asked for, and yet another, and finally Sir Henry 
was instructed to accept defeat, and on July 15 
embarked on the man-of-war which had been for three 
weeks lying off the Golden Horn waiting on the 
Sultan’s humour. 

In view of recent Bulgarian history, Russia’s 
championship of any resistance to England’s will at 
Constantinople was too inevitable to call for comment. 
France’s inveteracy on the other hand, her definite 
refusal to acquiesce in any settlement which did not 
altogether ignore the history of the last five years in 
Egypt, was new in its absoluteness, and was difficult 
to accommodate to any large conception of policy 
on her part. ‘‘ The French are seeking a counter- 
irritant for their internal pains and we are performing 
the part of a blister,’ was Lord Salisbury’s comment 
to Sir Henry Holland (June 8). Earlier in the year he 
had suggested a similar diagnosis of their state of mind 

1 Modern Egypt, vol. ii. p. 378. 
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to Sir Evelyn Baring: ‘“‘ They are pouring out upon 
us the hatred which they dare not show to Germany ” 
(February 11). 

As regarded Egypt itself, the failure of the Con- 
vention was accepted with equanimity. 


To the Queen, June 23, 1887. 


‘““ A Cabinet was held to-day. The only decision 
of general importance which was arrived at was that 
no concession could be made with respect to the right 
of re-entry in the Anglo-Turkish Convention, and that 
if we should fail in obtaining satisfaction in conse- 
quence, we should remain on in a better rather than in 
a worse position than before in Egypt.” 


To Mr. Alfred Austin, July 3, 1887. 


‘* Wolff still hopes for ratification—I do not myself 
expect it, nor do I much care. I only fear that, if it 
fails, we may be forced into a more anti-Turk policy 
than we have hitherto pursued, for it will be evident 
that for all practical purposes, Turkey has become the 
*‘ Janitor’ of Russia. France has acted very shiftily. 
She is an insupportable neighbour.” ! 


To Lord Lyons, July 20, 1887. 


** We cannot leave the Khedive to take his chance 
of foreign attack or native riot, and the French refuse 
to let us exercise the necessary powers of defence, 
unless we do it by continuing our military occupation. 
I see nothing for it but to sit still and drift awhile; a 
little further on in the history of Europe the conditions 
may have changed and we may be able to get some 
agreement arrived at which will justify evacuation. 
Till then we must simply refuse to evacuate. 


1 A year or two later, M. Waddington confessed that—with the best inten- 
tions—he had deliberately held back hostile messages which would probably 
have prepared Lord Salisbury for the event. 
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“Our relations with France are not pleasant at 
present. There are five or six different places where 
we are at odds: 


(1) She has destroyed the Convention at Con- 
stantinople. 

(2) She will allow no Press law to pass. 

(3) She is trying to back out of the arrangement on 
the Somali coast. 

(4) She still occupies the New Hebrides. 

(5) She destroys our fishing tackle, etc.? 

(6) She is trying to elbow us out of at least two 
unpronounceable places on the West Coast 
of Africa. 

** Can you wonder that there is, to my eyes, a silver 

lining even to the great black cloud of a Franco- 
German war ?”’ 


The conclusion come to in the first paragraph of 
this letter was logical and not unsatisfactory. For 
five years England had owned indeterminate rights 
and responsibilities in Egypt whose haziness of outline 
had given perpetual opportunity for international 
intrigue. They had now been defined. She had kept 
her pledge to offer terms of evacuation ; the offer had 
been accepted by the only Power which had a legal 
locus standi in the matter, and the acceptance had been 
withdrawn under the pressure of threats which in 
themselves justified the conditions upon which she 
insisted. Until surrounding circumstances fundamen- 
tally changed, she could claim to refuse ab iniivo all 
further reopening of the controversy. 

This regularising of the position deprived would-be 
blackmailers of their most dangerous weapon, while 
threats of assisting France in her obstruction on the 
international Debt Commission soon lost their efficacy 
in the presence of Egypt’s rapidly advancing pros- 


1 In Egypt. 2 In Newfoundland. 
VOL. IV E 
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perity. Neither Egypt nor England suffered directly 
from Lord Salisbury’s failure; its importance lay in 
its indirect reactions upon the course of Kuropean 
history. Our Consul-General at Cairo was relieved; 
the Tory Minister’s followers were delighted; and it 
was not long before the outstanding success of the 
British administration and the recrudescence of dervish 
attacks gave a wholly new aspect to the question in his 
own eyes. 

Nor was the settlement of the other quarrels with 
France, as enumerated to Lord Lyons, injuriously 
affected. Rather the other way. A grievance has its 
bargaining value. The irritation expressed to the 
ambassador at Paris was more threateningly em- 
phasised in a letter to Sir William White. 


To Sir William White, August 10, 1887. 


66 


. . . For the present the enemy is France. Her 
conduct is hard to explain on any theory. She is 
trailing her coat to us almost as ostentatiously as she 
does it to Germany. We are meek—our internal 
divisions make us so. But, of course, she knows very 
well that in a popularly governed country, meekness 
is not a quality on which you can rely for lasting. 
Therefore, if there is any sense in Paris, they must know 
they are running the risk of war, and that war would 
end in a quarrel with Germany, whoever it began with. 

“I cannot therefore get through my puzzle at the 
line France is taking, and everything really turns on 
her conduct.” 


If war were to break out between her and Germany, 
no matter how approached, the latter would probably 
try—assuming that Austria’s interests could be safe- 
guarded—to buy off France’s partner in the recent 
adventure by the offer of Constantinople. In view of 
the behaviour both of Turkey and France on this 
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occasion, would this expedient meet with England’s 
traditional resistance ? 


‘What would be our course in such a contingency ? 
It would be a terrible blow to lose Constantinople. 
But have we not lost it already ? With this sickly, 
sensual, terrified, fickle Sultan on the throne, have we 
really any arm with which we can meet Nelidoff’s threats 
of an invasion of Erzeroum? And would it be worth 
our while to save him, for the purpose of preventing 
Germany having free elbows to deal with France ? 

“IT put these questions—not as meaning that the 
answer is a foregone conclusion, but to show what vast 
questions may be raised at any moment if the scarcely 
smouldering hatred between France and Germany 
should blaze up into a war.” 


The purport of these menacing suggestions was no 
doubt duly conveyed, with all delicacy of dexterous 
hinting, by these two most trusted of his ambassadors 
to the French Foreign Office directly and through 
its Anglophobe representative in Constantinople. M. 
Flourens, who was now at its head, began to show a 
consciousness of risk. The growing anger in Australia 
and New Zealand at France’s continued occupation of 
the New Hebrides was re-echoed in London and to- 
wards the close of a session abnormally prolonged by 
Irish obstruction into September, the House of Com- 
mons leaders warned their chief that, unless the ques- 
tion were settled before the House met again in 
February, the situation would be serious. He passed 
the warning on in a private message to M. Flourens : 
if the warning were not attended to “he could not 
answer for the consequences.”” M. Flourens protested 
not only understanding but sympathy. He was, he 
said, in exactly the same position as towards his own 
Parliament with respect to the Suez Canal. Lord 
Salisbury was quite ready for an interchange of mutual 
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protection against the irritated patriotism of their 
supporters. He had always favoured a concurrent 
negotiation of the two questions. Only, since the 
French Chambers were to meet within five or six weeks 
at the end of October, it would have to serve as a 
holiday task. 

After finishing at Roy4t the interrupted cure of the 
previous summer, he returned to Puys, where Mr. 
Goschen transmitted to him some proposal with 
respect to international finance in Egypt, which he 
demurred to as ill-timed. 


To Mr. Goschen, October 1, 1887. 


. . . There seems a fair prospect of bringing 
the Suez Canal and New Hebrides negotiations to a 
speedy and _ satisfactory conclusion—especially as 
Waddington has broken his arm. But we are going 
on upon the assumption that England is sore at the 
treatment she has received in respect to Egypt and 
declines to revive that question at present. If we 
were suddenly to throw down proposals about Egypt 
before them, they would turn away from the small 
game to the large, and the evil imagination might 
again cross their brains that it would be possible to 
keep their people quiet about Germany by winning 
some great triumph at our expense. At present they 
talk of settling the two questions—New Hebrides and 
Suez—before the Chambers meet at the end of the 
month. It would be certainly satisfactory if that 
could be done. 

‘“ As I see you do not close your mind to public 
business even in your brief holiday, I shall send you 
in a few days some thoughts about land purchase in 
Ireland for your consideration.” 


66 


The land purchase scheme was sent a week later— 
it had occupied, its author said, “‘some spare half- 
hours ”—and the progress of the French negotiation 
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was commented upon. Mr. Goschen was warned that 
the Canal limb of them would not be well received by 
ardent patriots: ‘‘ Do not be surprised if you see a 
good deal of bad language from the Jingoes.” They 
were being conducted with an informality that 
was after the Foreign Secretary’s own heart. M. 
Chaudordy, who had been a fellow-plenipotentiary at 
the Constantinople Conference ten years before and 
with whom Lord Salisbury had since maintained 
friendly social relations, was also a personal friend 
of M. Flourens. This unofficial intermediary paid 
an autumn visit to Dieppe, and in private talks on 
the secluded cliff heights of Chalet Cecil, with all 
secretaries and ambassadors at a safe distance in 
London or Paris, the terms of the two agreements were 
drawn up. There was no time for Cabinet consulta- 
tion, and on the 14th Lord Salisbury sent apologetic 
notes to his principal colleagues to inform them of the 
conclusion of the business. 


To Mr. Goschen, October 14, 1887.—Puys. 


‘*My old friend Chaudordy has been down here 
negotiating unofficially about the New Hebrides and 
the Suez Canal. We have come to terms. If I was 
to get anything, it was necessary that I should agree 
before their Chambers met—for that is the whole 
object of the negotiation—and therefore I could not 
wait for a Cabinet in England. I think the terms 
about the Suez Canal are reasonable—the points at 
issue are microscopic. As to the New Hebrides, they 
bind themselves to evacuate within four months after 
the two Conventions are signed. I hope to let you 
have the papers before I commit myself officially.” 


When the agreements were published, criticism, 
following the same lines as the Colonial protests in the 
spring, was concentrated upon their reciprocity. The 
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Foreign Minister had been lamentably weak ; France, 
as a rebel against public law in the New Hebrides, 
should have been called upon for unrecompensed re- 
paration and confession of wrong-doing. Lord Salis- 
bury repudiated any national right to such self- 
righteous reprobation: “‘ We were bound to our own 
pledged word to agree to a Convention for neutralising 
the Suez Canal,” he wrote to Lord Cranbrook, “ just 
as much as they were bound not to annex the New 
Hebrides. . . . We have paid them in their own 
coin. We have kept our word and they have kept 
theirs ’’ (October 25). To Mr. Austin, who had written 
to dissociate himself from the support which the 
Standard was giving to the malcontents, he commented 
disdainfully : “‘Some people seem to think that no 
negotiation is worth having unless the other side is 
very sore’ (October 27). 

His correspondence with the Queen during this 
holiday suggests that its claim to the title was even 
more conventional than usual. Sprinkled among the 
French negotiations, and another, touching wider 
issues, which had been opened with Italy, were 
activities which must have sufficiently competed with 
Trish land-purchase for “ spare half-hours”’ and given 
ample occupation to the old telegraphist at the sema- 
phore station on the cliff. A lively incident in con- 
nection with that dispute over the boundaries of 
British Guiana, which was destined later to onerous 
developments, was reported to the Queen from Royat: 
‘The Republic of Venezuela having seized an English 
ship and imprisoned the captain without the slightest 
justification, orders have been given to a portion of 
Your Majesty’s West Indian Squadron to repair to 
that coast and demand satisfaction ’ (September 15). 
Then the Emperor of Morocco was announced to be 
at the point of death and the Spaniards were fearful of 
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a surprise attack by France upon his country: ‘“ The 
danger seems exaggerated but still there is a possi- 
bility which ought not to be neglected.” So a ship 
had been despatched to Tangier and the step com- 
municated to the interested Governments—French, 
Spanish, and Italian—with an expression of hope that 
they would go and do likewise. ‘ This will prevent 
any surprise’? (October 4). Ten days later a more 
permanent guarantee of peace in this coveted corner 
of Africa was being sought. ‘‘ Lord Salisbury is 
attempting to make an arrangement among the Powers 
by which they shall undertake towards each other not 
to seize any portion of Morocco ”’ (October 15). 

The drastic procedure employed by a Consul in 
Nigeria towards Ja Ja, a recalcitrant native king, 
inspired a characteristic comment to Sir Henry 
Holland: “ I don’t know which are worse for a peace- 
fully minded Foreign Office—Colonies or Consuls ! ” 
(October 4). A few days later he was replying to his 
colleague’s explanatory complaint of the chief’s op- 
pressive treatment of tribes under British protection : 
‘* Of course you had no other choice but to defend your 
black subjects. I wish you had fewer of them. They 
have a faculty for getting killed in the wrong places ” 
(October 12). 

The following week he returned to London, where 
critical decisions had to be taken in view of the new 
international situation which had been created by 
recent happenings at Constantinople. 


NOTE 
Tur ‘“ DipLomaticus’”’? LETTER IN THE Standard 


Lorp SALisBuRY’s relations with Mr. Alfred Austin 
and, through him, with the Standard newspaper 
excited during this period a good deal of curiosity and 
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gossiping comment, accurate and the reverse. One of 
the compositions generally credited to Mr. Austin—a 
letter signed ‘“‘ Diplomaticus ” which was published in 
the Standard in the February of this year, 1887—has 
aroused a more lasting interest owing to the inter- 
national controversy which has since surrounded its 
subject matter—‘‘ England and Belgian Neutrality.” 
It is therefore desirable to say a few words both as to 
the relations which existed generally between the two 
men and also as to this letter, and, so far as the evidence 
goes—which is not very far—as to the nature and 
degree of Lord Salisbury’s responsibility for it. 

With more ambitious claims to literary distinction 
as a poet, Mr. Austin conjoined a gift for vigorous if 
rather ornate prose, which he employed in the writing 
of leading articles for the Standard newspaper. He 
was a whole-hearted supporter of Lord Salisbury’s 
policy both at home and abroad, was _ personally 
attached to him, and a frequent visitor at Hatfield. 
Their intercourse enabled him to forward the Minister’s 
policy by calling anonymous attention to aspects of it 
upon which Lord Salisbury could not himself dwell 
publicly, and this assistance was certainly welcomed, 
though there is no record of its ever having been 
directly invited. In their written correspondence Mr. 
Austin’s interrogations generally take the form of 
allusive assertions, and Lord Salisbury’s answers, 
though easy and unreserved, are not intimately con- 
fidential either in respect of facts or opinions. There 
are notes from time to time from Mr. Austin, calling 
attention to some article of his which has just appeared, 
and the Minister’s acknowledgments, complimentary 
or approving, do not suggest previous consultation. 
The press relation was complicated by the fact that 
Mr. Mudford, the editor of the Standard, shared neither 
in the political principles nor personal friendship of 
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his leader-writer, and the line which the paper followed 
under his direction was at all times independent of the 
Tory Minister’s policy, and often diametrically opposed 
to it. 

The “ Diplomaticus”’ letter appeared in the 
Standard on February 4, 1887, when the war-scare 
between France and Germany was at its height. 
The letter begins by calling attention to the diffi- 
culties which had been created for guarantors of 
Belgian neutrality since the 1870 war, by the defences 
which had been erected in the interval on the Rhine 
frontier. Belgium had become the only pathway 
along which a prompt invasion of the enemy’s country 
was possible from either side. Her own frontier, on 
the other hand, was still as open and undefended as that 
of Luxembourg is in the present day. The constrain- 
ing challenge of her heroic defiance in 1914 had no 
place in the anticipatory calculations of “ Diplo- 
maticus ”’ and his contemporaries. What they visual- 
ised was a demand from one of her powerful neighbours 
for the passage of its army across her territory—a 
formal, and, of necessity, passive protest on her part ; 
and a decision to be taken by the guaranteeing powers. 

‘* Diplomaticus ”’ asks whether, “ if Germany were, 
or considered herself to be, provoked into a struggle of 
life and death with France,” Lord Salisbury would act 
prudently in taking upon himself the same engagement 
of armed resistance to any breach of Belgium’s 
neutrality which the English Government had taken 
in 1870. ‘‘ It is for Englishmen to answer the ques- 
tion.” He answers it himself by declaring that “ such 
a course at the present moment would be unwise in 
the last degree.” England, he says, “ could not take 
part with France against Germany, ... without 
vitiating and destroying the main purposes of English 
policy all over the world.” To the contention that 
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such failure to intervene would dishonour her signa- 
ture, he replies that “‘ her Foreign Minister ought to be 
equal to the task of meeting this objection without 
committing her to war.”” His own method of meeting 
it would be limited to requiring securities from Ger- 
many for the return of Belgian territory intact at the 
close of the conflict. He concludes with an appeal, 
typically individual in its literary style, for a general 
consideration of the problem: “ It is for the English 
people to perpend and pronounce. But it is high time 
they reflected on it.” 

Only one brief reference to this publication, and 
that an indirect one, is to be found in Lord Salisbury’s 
correspondence. Mr. Austin wrote to him on January 
26, ten days before it was published, with the object 
apparently of explaining the non-appearance of an 
expected article in the Standard. He begins with 
information, presumably needed, as to the form in 
which the article had been submitted to the editor. 
‘““I yesterday wrote a letter signed ‘ Diplomaticus ’ 
and headed, ‘ England and Belgian Neutrality,’ and 
on it based a leader; sending both to the Standard.”’ 
He encloses an acknowledgment from Mr. Mudford, 
demurring to the press value of the contribution 
offered: ‘“ The leader,” the editor wrote, ‘‘ if put into 
leads, and without the letter, would make a hit. In 
its present form it won’t. It will be overlooked.” 
Mr. Austin reports himself to have replied that the 
article “ must on no account ’”’ be treated as a com- 
muniqué. “The result is, as you see, he has not 
published it.” 

The contributions referred to were evidently not 
those which were eventually printed. Mr. Austin’s - 
original intention seems to have followed his normal 
practice of a leading article embodying the views 
which he believed would best forward the Foreign 
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Minister’s policy. The letter with the ‘‘Diplomaticus”’ 
signature was at this stage too unimportant to be 
thought worth printing, and was probably some 
colourless reminder of the facts to serve as a peg on 
which to hang the argument of the article. The 
editor’s insistence on a ‘‘hit’’ must have induced a 
change of plan, and the argument was transferred to 
the letter. The article, as actually printed, fulfils only 
the humble office of calling attention to the letter and 
emphasising its importance. The ‘hit’ was secured 
at the cost of at least as great an impression of veiled 
authority as would have been conveyed by the 
“leaded ” article to which Mr. Austin had demurred. 

There is no evidence as to whether or how far Lord 
Salisbury was consulted in this rearrangement. What 
appears from Mr. Austin’s note is, that he had not been 
consulted as to the composition of the original com- 
munication and the same therefore may be assumed 
for the amended one. It was the procedure which 
habitually characterised their relations, and this very 
tenuous piece of external evidence supports the con- 
clusion as to Lord Salisbury’s detachment from the 
argumentative content of the ‘‘ Diplomaticus”’ letter 
to which internal evidence markedly points. It would 
be difficult, for instance, to accommodate the state- 
ment that England could not intervene against Ger- 
many “ without utterly vitiating and destroying the 
main purposes of English policy all over the world,” 
with the fact that Lord Salisbury was, at this very 
moment, entering upon a new departure in Egyptian 
policy, criticised both at the time and subsequently as 
reckless, whose sole inspiring purpose was to free Eng- 
land from dependence on German friendship and 
enable her to face the prospect of a quarrel with Prince 
Bismarck with equanimity. 

There was, in fact, a much simpler reason, and one 
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eminently conclusive to Lord Salisbury’s practical 
mentality, for deprecating the “taking part with 
France against Germany” in a war under actual 
conditions. It was not that it would have been “ un- 
wise,” but that it would have been impossible. The 
attitude of antagonism to this country which France 
had adopted at this time was no secret of diplomacy. 
Among the series of her hostile demonstrations which 
Lord Salisbury enumerated in his letter to Lord 
Lyons 1—written in the course of this week—there 
were at least two which had roused a strong feeling 
of public indignation here: France’s obstruction— 
inspired, as it was held to be, by pure spite—of Sir 
Evelyn Baring’s proposal for the abolition of the 
Egyptian corvée with all its accompaniments of 
oppression and corruption; and her persistent con- 
tinuance, in flagrant defiance of her most solemn 
pledges, in the occupation of the New Hebrides. 
Things had not yet reached the stage when Lord 
Salisbury, commenting on the popular temper in 
England, could say, as he did in the summer, that “‘if 
there is any sense in Paris, they must know they are 
running the risk of war,” or when he had gravely to 
warn the French Ministers that, if they persisted in 
their present course, he could not answer for the con- 
sequences. But all through that year he was being 
reproached by the right wing of his followers for his 
too great complaisance to France and the passionate 
anger which her action had aroused in Australia and 
New Zealand was loudly re-echoed in the mother 
country. Had hostilities broken out on the Rhine 
that spring, this section of the community would in all 
probability have clamoured to make common cause 
with her opponents. It is certainly safe to say that— 
failing some blatantly provocative initiative on Prince 
1 See above, p. 30. 
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Bismarck’s part—no British Government could have 
induced either Parliament or the country to intervene 
in such a war on her side, however clearly treaty 
obligations might have called upon them to do so. 

Lord Salisbury was of course fully conscious of the 
problem which England’s guarantee of Belgian neutral- 
ity might thus present in the near future. Apart 
from all external evidence there is no difficulty in 
assuming that he would have discussed it with Mr. 
Austin and welcomed an offer of ventilating it in the 
press, both for the direct purpose of testing opinion 
in England and—more particularly, perhaps—of ad- 
dressing, in this mildly indirect form, a warning 
advertisement to French statesmen. In the passion 
for needless provocation which then possessed them, 
it would be good to remind them of the peculiar perils 
which they might incur by quarrelling simultaneously 
with Germany and public opinion in England. 

So far, one may fairly refer the genesis of the 
** Diplomaticus ” letter to Hatfield. But to extend 
that responsibility to the arguments which it uses or 
to the view of international right which it expounds 
is, as has been already pointed out, quite a different 
matter. For Lord Salisbury’s attitude in those re- 
spects, we are provided with a much safer guide in his 
personal action at the time—or rather, in his notable 
inaction. More than one urgent request for informa- 
tion as to England’s intentions was addressed from 
Brussels to the British Foreign Office in the course of 
that spring. Lord Vivian, the British representative 
there, backed these requests in a private letter of his 
own to the Foreign Minister, which has been preserved. 
Careful search has failed to discover any answer to 
either the official or unofficial appeals. Lord Salisbury 
was not accustomed to leave letters unanswered from 
indolence or inattention. If he did not answer it was 
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presumably because he could not. In view of the 
considerations suggested in this note, he would not 
add the offence of an insecure personal engagement 
to that of which he might be compelled to be guilty 
in the repudiation of a national one. On the other 
hand, events might so work out, particularly if his 
suspicions as to Prince Bismarck’s sinister intentions 
were to materialise and Germany were to show signs 
of deliberately forcing on a war, when the position 
as regarded public opinion in England would be 
materially altered. Had he concurred with Mr. 
Austin’s contention that our responsibilities to Belgium 
would be satisfied by the safeguarding of her territorial 
integrity, it would have been easy for him to urge it, 
particularly in response to Lord Vivian’s private 
letter, and so achieve a larger liberty of ultimate 
decision. He did not do so; and his silence was, in 
fact, as definite in its refusal to repudiate the guarantee 
of neutrality as it was in its tacit admission that cir- 
cumstances might make it impossible for a parlia- 
mentary Minister to honour it.? 

1 This account may appear inconsistent with the statement contained in 
an official communiqué which was issued by the Foreign Office on March 18, 1917, 
according to which, Lord Vivian, after having warned the Belgian Govern- 
ment that no importance should be attached to the newspaper articles, as they 
were not inspired by and did not represent the views of the British Govern- 
ment, added that, “If the Belgian Government thought that the British 
Government endorsed the views of the newspapers in question, it would cause 
the British Government most serious concern.” I am, however, informed by 
the Foreign Office that this latter quotation is incorrect, being based on a mis- 
reading of a transcript of the original documents, which led to the observation 
being attributed in error to Lord Vivian, whereas it was, in fact, reported by 
him as having been made by a Belgian statesman and had reference to the 


concern which would have been caused to the Belgian, not the British, 
Government. 


CHAPTER III 
1887 
THE TRIPARTITE AGREEMENT 


THE destruction of the Wolff Convention had wider 
repercussions upon British policy, and perhaps upon 
European history, than its immediate result in pro- 
longing the English occupation of Egypt by more than 
a generation. People will regard it as having been a 
fortunate event or the reverse, according to the relative 
values which they attach to the calculable material 
benefits which it secured for Egypt and the Soudan, 
and the incalculable effects which an Anglo-French 
understanding, precedent to the emergence of colonial 
and naval ambitions in Germany, might have had 
upon European history. The recurrent revolt from 
Prince Bismarck’s methods to which Lord Salisbury’s 
correspondence bears witness and the distrust which 
they engendered in him, must have been potential of 
development. He had complained of the advantage 
which was taken of England’s friendship at Berlin 
and of the price which it had already cost her in the 
difficulties created with France; he had emphasised 
his resolve not to be driven to a breach with that 
Power ; he had avowedly looked to the possible heal- 
ing of the Egyptian quarrel with her as the most 
desirable issue from his present vexations. His 
jealous guarding of his country’s independence in his 


recent negotiations with Italy and Austria had left 
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him free from all exclusive commitments. There 
would not seem to have been very far for him to travel 
from the standpoint thus reached to a fundamental 
reconsideration of England’s position as between the 
rivals on the Rhine frontier. 

But France’s outburst of irreconcilable ‘hostility 
had closed the way to any-such evolution. Her co- 
operation with Russia on the occasion had coincidently 
smoothed the road for him in the opposite direction. 
It had completed what his own reserve had begun in 
heightening the value of England’s support in the eyes 
of the Central Powers. He could choose his own 
conditions for a closer co-operation with them: by 
watchfulness against needless provocation to their 
opponents he could still secure the national inde- 
pendence which he cherished ; but, if complete isolation 
were to be avoided, he could not now refuse a more 
intimate approach to them if it was pressed for. 

The pressure was not long in coming. His Italian 
and Austrian friends, though the quarrel was not 
theirs, had been quite as much annoyed as himself at 
the Sultan’s recantation under duresse—and a good 
deal more dismayed. A Turkey finally subservient to 
St. Petersburg would mean everything that Austria 
most dreaded, and Italy’s Mediterranean aspirations 
were doubly challenged by the victorious partnership. 
Just at this time, Bulgaria gave a further display of 
her peculiar gift for the disturbance of European nerves. 
In the previous winter, Prince Ferdinand of Coburg 
had been invited by the Bulgarian Regents to become 
a candidate for the vacant throne and had refused. 
The only distinguishing facts which were then known 
about him were the ability and ambition with which 
his Bourbon mother was credited and the possession 
of a large private fortune. His reputed personal 
nullity, as being the most desirable equipment for a 
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constitutional figurehead, was probably his decisive 
attraction in M. Stambouloff’s eyes. 

The candidature was unpopular and was opposed 
by the majority of Bulgarian political leaders, but M. 
Stambouloff persisted in pressing it and in July had 
succeeded in securing a vote of the Sobranje in its 
favour. Russia at once refused her consent to the 
election, and the other Powers, as in duty bound under 
the provisions of the Berlin Treaty, declined to recog- 
nise its validity. Nevertheless, Prince Ferdinand, on 
this second appeal, decided upon an acceptance of the 
adventure and appeared at Sofia on August 11. There 
he remained; ignoring, though with all deferential 
humility of deportment, his ostracism by the great 
Powers and, for the present, leaving the management 
of his recalcitrant subjects to his iron-handed sponsor. 
Lord Salisbury, discussing the prospect with his 
ambassador at Constantinople, could see no element 
of permanence in the illicit régime. But no preferable 
alternative suggested itself and he instructed Sir 
William to be “ dilatory and negative’”’ as towards 
any proposal for action: “‘ Whatever happens will be 
for the worse and therefore it is our interest that as 
little should happen as possible”’ (August 23). Other- 
wise he seems to have shared in the assumption, uni- 
versally entertained, that the “ Coburger”’ would remain 
in Bulgaria only until it became worth somebody’s 
while to turn him out. It was a curious opening for 
a reign destined to have a vital influence upon more 
than peninsula politics, to blossom into an independent 
kingship, to endure for thirty years and to require the 
cataclysm of the great war to bring it to a close. 

The Czar’s Government was roused once more by 
this act of positive defiance on Bulgaria’s part to 
an angrily active diplomacy at Constantinople, and 
anxiety at the Italian and Austrian embassies became 
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acute. The Italian ambassador, Signor Blanc, pro- 
posed that the Austrian and British representatives 
should join with him in devising some form of common 
action calculated to encourage the Sultan in resisting 
further pressure from the Franco-Russian partnership. 
Lord Salisbury agreed to such an informal discussion 
as was suggested and it proceeded between the em- 
bassies throughout the early autumn. 

A change of Ministry in Rome gave fresh vigour to 
this Italian initiative. Signor Crispi came into power 
in the first week of August—an able, hot-headed, 
strong-willed man of the people, combining, para- 
doxically, extreme Radical opinions with an enthusi- 
astic admiration for Prince Bismarck. He had also 
an unresting avidity for accretions in dignity and 
territory to his country and, being an ardent partisan 
of the British alliance, soon began to compete with 
“consuls and colonies’’ as a thorn in the flesh of the 
British Minister. The Italian Chargé d’Affaires in 
London, Signor Catalani, proceeded under his direction 
to bombard Royat and Puys with a series of private 
letters, conveying assurances of personal confidence on 
Signor Crispi’s part; arguments to prove the urgent 
necessity of combined activity; wounded remon- 
strances at Lord Salisbury’s separate negotiations with 
the common enemy over the Suez Canal; requests for 
a military convention and, when that was hastily 
declined, appeals for an informal interchange of 
military and naval information in preparation for 
what the Italian Government held to be an imminent 
emergency. This epistolary siege was not very success- 
ful. Lord Salisbury replied at courteous length, with 
sympathetically worded deprecations and postpone- 
ments of decision. But when Mr. Barrington,1 his 


1 The Hon. Sir Eric Barrington, 1847-1918 : fourth son of 6th Viscount 
Barrington. Lord Salisbury’s departmental private secretary throughout the 
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private secretary, intent as always upon guiding his 
chief along the path of official correctitude, suggested 
that the substance of the correspondence should be 
placed on record in the form of a confidential despatch 
to Rome, the only reply which he received was a “‘ No 
—it is too foolish!” scrawled in red ink across his 
minute. 

But, on his return to London, Lord Salisbury found 
that the subject was not to be so easily disposed of. 
Berlin had again taken a hand in the game. The 
secret treaty of Reinsurance which had been signed in 
June between Russia and Germany had had but a 
brief honeymoon. For a few weeks Prince Bismarck 
was reported as content and as being no longer in fear 
of an attack on his eastern frontier. But in September 
something happened. Sir William White reported 
that the support which Count Radowitz had hitherto 
been giving to various Russian proposals for getting 
rid of Prince Ferdinand, had been suddenly with- 
drawn; the press of St. Petersburg and Moscow re- 
sumed its denunciations of Germany with vigour ; 
and the Czar, on his annual visit to the family party at 
Copenhagen, went pointedly out of his way to avoid 
going through Berlin. 

The quarrel, whatever its cause and from which- 
ever side it originated, continued. In October, Count 
Herbert Bismarck! communicated to Sir Edward 
Malet a draft of the project for safeguarding the 
Sultan from Franco-Russian intimidation which had 
been evolved by the three ambassadors in Constanti- 
nople. It had been sent to him by Count Kalnoky’ 


whole period of his Foreign Secretaryship. Assistant Under Secretary, 1905 : 
retired, 1907. 

1 Prince Bismarck’s eldest son, who had recently been appointed Foreign 
Minister under his father. He had been attached to the embassy in London, 
and was a well-known figure in London society. 

2 The Austrian Foreign Minister. 
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with an entreaty for German good offices in securing 
Lord Salisbury’s adhesion to it. Count Herbert ex- 
pended these with. zeal, telling Sir Edward that his 
father was above all things anxious to detach the 
Sultan from subserviency to Russia. The Austrian 
Minister followed up this indirect appeal by a private 
letter addressed to his Chargé d’Affaires in London, 
who was instructed to show it to the British Prime 
Minister. Until recently, he wrote, he had all but 
despaired of being able to resist Russia’s domination 
in the Balkans. But he had continued to hope that 
Prince Bismarck ‘“‘ se lasserait de la tache ingrate 
qu'il s’était imposée,”’! in seeking her friendship. That 
moment had happily arrived. It was urgently neces- 
sary to take advantage of the Chancellor’s present 
irritation in order to fix Germany on the side of peace 
and the status quo. But without England’s support 
the whole project must fall to the ground; Austria 
and Italy alone were too weak to have any influence, 
minatory or heartening, upon Czar or Sultan. 

There were eight bases in the document submitted. 
The first four were to the same effect as the notes 
exchanged in the spring and consisted of academic 
declarations in favour of a policy of peace and the 
maintenance of the status quo as established by 
European Treaty in the Balkans. The fifth dealt 
specifically with Bulgaria, denying the Sultan’s right 
to delegate his suzerainty over it or allow its Govern- 
ment to be coerced, overtly or virtually, by a foreign 
Power. The sixth and seventh bound the signatories 
to assist him in resisting any such illegal enterprise ; 
and the eighth—which constituted the real heart of 
the project—pledged them further, in the event of his 
conniving at such an attempt, whether under pressure 
of intimidation or for other reasons, to take such 


1 “would tire of the ungrateful task which he had set himself.”’ 
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measures of precaution in the shape of naval action 
upon his coasts or a military occupation of his territory 
as circumstances should call for. The proposal was, 
in fact, a response in kind to the Russian and French 
threats against the Sultan in the summer—as it had 
owed its origin to them. 

The commitments invited were not wider than 
those to which England was already bound by the 
Treaties of Paris and Berlin. Lord Salisbury admitted 
that that was so, but was nevertheless not enthusiastic : 


To the Queen, October 27, 1887 (Thursday). 


** Lord Salisbury with his humble duty respect- 
fully encloses an important secret letter from Sir E. 
Malet. He proposes to bring it before the Cabinet 
on Thursday next. The proposition is in the right 
direction. But it is impossible not to notice that 
Prince Bismarck is urging the three Powers to lift a 
weight which he will not touch with one of his fingers, 
and also that the proposed agreement only touches 
Bulgaria and does not affect the Asiatic provinces of 
Turkey, in which we have a greater interest. 

‘Lord Salisbury doubts the wisdom of the step 
at this moment and is inclined to think it is rather for 
the advantage of Germany than of the three other 
Powers. But some adhesion on our part may be 
expedient as a lesser evil than breaking up the present 
understanding.” 


To Sir Saville Lumley, October 28, 1887. 


‘*  . . The two Powers, Austria and Italy, have 
made a proposal for telling Turkey that, if she resists 
Russia, she will be supported, but that if she makes 
herself Russia’s vassal she will be invaded. The 
language is more diplomatic but that is the drift. 
Germany is ostensibly no party to this project. In 
secret she patronises and presses it; in public she 
stands aloof,—and no doubt privately expresses her 
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horror of it at St. Petersburg. England. may find it 
necessary to adhere rather than break up the alliance. 
But the step in the interests of peace is an unwise one, 
though very useful doubtless to Bismarck for taking 
the strain off his eastern frontier. But for us it com- 
mits the blunder of building on the Sultan’s fitful 
and feeble disposition. Any calculation having that 
foundation will certainly fail. We shall get no per- 
manent or reliable advantage from practising on his 
hopes and fears, while, if the arrangement gets out, 
it will back up the Panslavic feeling at Moscow, which 
is a genuine force. 

‘We may not be able to prevent this project going 
on, but we must do what we can to put the drag on. 
But I wish Crispi would find another Foreign Minister.* 
I will let you know the decision of the Cabinet on this 
proposal, but it does not meet till Thursday.” 


To Sir William White, November 2, 1887. 


‘* The result of your meditations and consultations 
at Constantinople with your two colleagues has come 
to the birth. Germany, Austria and Italy have each 
communicated to us your eight bases with an earnest 
recommendation that we should accept them. They 
are all struck with the opportuneness of the moment 
for such an agreement, in view especially of the failings 
of their intended partners. Austria presses on us to 
take advantage of the Chancellor’s ill-temper with 
Russia, which Kalnoky says is an atout? in our 
game. Germany urges us not to let slip the happy 
moment when Italy promises active assistance and yet 
repudiates the idea of compensation. Italy is especi- 
ally struck by the phenomenal courage and decision 
of Austria and I have no doubt some equally compli- 
mentary reason founded on England’s present con- 
dition has been a powerful argument for mutual co- 
operation among the trio. We submit the matter to 
the Cabinet tomorrow and on so difficult a question 


? Signor Crispi had followed Lord Salisbury’s example in combining the 
offices of Premier and Foreign Minister. 2 “ Trump-card.”’ 
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I cannot forecast the result. My own impression is 
that we must join, but I say it with regret. I think 
the time inopportune and we are merely rescuing 
Bismarck’s somewhat endangered chestnuts. If he 
can establish a South-Eastern raw, the Russian bear 
must perforce forget the Western raw on his huge 
carcase. If he can get up a nice little fight between 
Russia and the three Powers, he will have leisure to 
make France a harmless neighbour for some time to 
come. It goes against me to be one of the Powers in 
that unscrupulous game. But a thorough under- 
standing with Austria and Italy is so important to us 
that I do not like the idea of breaking it up on account 
of risks which may turn out to be imaginary. 

“The Suez Canal Convention has had the effect 
for the moment of improving our relations with France. 
After the experience I got of the Chancellor’s pretty 
ways during Wolff’s negotiations, I do not wish to 
depend upon his good will, and therefore shall keep 
friends with France as far as we can do it without 
paying too dear for it. The threat of making us 
uneasy in Egypt through the action of France is the 
only weapon he has against us, and we are free of him 
in proportion as we can blunt it.” 


The Cabinet met and came to the same conclusion 
as its chief, that the proposal could not be refused. 
But they decided to withhold final acceptance until 
some clearer assurances had been received as to the 
part which Germany proposed to play in the appre- 
hended emergency. There was at the moment a 
special reason for their anxiety on this score. An 
unidentified affection of the throat from which the 
Crown Prince Frederick had for some months been 
suffering had just been declared in confidential medical 
reports to be malignant. His eldest son, Prince 
William, who was thus brought close to the succession, 
had the reputation of disliking England and of being 
a strong partisan of Russia. 
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In response to Lord Salisbury’s request for more 
precise information as to the engagements already 
existing between Germany and Austria, the text of 
the Treaty of 1879—hitherto kept inviolably secret— 
was communicated to him, though only for his own 
and the Queen’s personal benefit. . 


To Sir Edward Malet, November 16, 1887. 


‘¢ T have just received your letter with its important 
enclosure. I shall of course treat it as absolutely 
confidential, not shewing the document to any human 
being, except of course, the Queen. Pray express to 
Count Bismarck my very hearty acknowledgments 
for the confidence which has dictated this communica- 
tion. . . . The reason why we pressed for an official 
declaration of Germany’s approbation for the proposed 
understanding between the three Powers is that, 
between us and Prince William’s perhaps unchecked 
rule, there only stand now three lives—one of ninety- 
one, one of seventy-three, and one menaced by a 
disease ‘that does not pardon.’ Without such official 
declaration we should have no security whatever 
against his taking the side of Russia in the Eastern 
Question.” 


In sending the text of thesecret Treaty to the Queen, 
he comments: “It sufficiently establishes that Germany 
must take the side of Austria in any war between Austria 
and Russia.”” That had not been the view expressed 
the year before by Prince Bismarck himself if the war 
were to be fought only on the issue of a Russian in- 
vasion of Bulgaria.1 Perhaps a recollection of that 
fact induced him to offer a wider and less technical 
security to the British Prime Minister. It took the 
form of a long private letter addressed primarily to 
the anxiety which Lord Salisbury had expressed with 
respect to the changed prospect of succession to the 


1 Gr. Pol. der Europ.-Kab. vol. v. chap. xxxii. 
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German throne. It was dictated in French, but was 
enclosed in a brief postscript written in English in his 
own hand, whose purport suggests a doubt whether 
the labour of composition had been undertaken solely 
for the benefit of the English Minister: ‘I did not 
seal the enclosed letter without ascertaining Prince 
William’s full approbation of it by reading out the 
whole content to His Royal Highness. The Prince 
has just left me, and I, to make assurance doubly sure, 
was anxious to add these few lines before starting for 
the country.” 

This letter has been already published. It is 
redundant in style, and covers twenty quarto pages 
in manuscript. The first half of it is devoted to de- 
monstrating that the course of German foreign policy 
was beyond the power of any individual to modify. No 
sovereign in the present stage of civilisation could 
plunge his country into all the sufferings ‘ which 
accompany and follow a great war, whether victorious 
or not,’ without the full support of public opinion. 
In Germany especially, a “‘ nation in arms ”’ had made 
a recurrence of the personal and dynastic wars of the 
eighteenth century impossible. Only if the nation as 
a whole was convinced that its unity and independence 
were at stake could so vast a machine be safely put in 
motion. 

Such an issue was, in fact, involved in the main- 
tenance of Austria. If Austria were destroyed, Ger- 
many—with her long open frontiers—would be left 
isolated in face of France and Russia. He dwells 
at some length on the national characteristics and 
political conditions in those two countries which must 
make them incurably warlike and a permanent menace 
to the security of their neighbours, and contrasts them 


1 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. i. pp. 845-348 ; Gr. Pol. der Europ.-Kab. vol. iv. 
pp. 376-380. 
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with the “satisfied”? quality which Austria and 
England shared with Germany. His argument takes 
him further than the single question upon which Lord 
Salisbury had asked for reassurance, i.e. as to the 
extent of Germany’s engagements with Austria. 
“Our policy must necessarily aim at securing such 
alliances as may offer, in view of the possibility of 
having to fight our two powerful neighbours simul- 
taneously.” If ‘‘ les Puissances amies”’ were to fail 
her altogether it might be necessary for Germany to 
come to terms with Russia rather than fight the 
coalition single-handed. But, short of such abandon- 
ment, she must of necessity defend their independence 
as well as her own. War she would avoid if it were 
possible and as long as such avoidance was compatible 
with her honour and with the maintenance of Austria- 
Hungary as a great Power; but he postulates a further 
though secondary responsibility towards the “ friendly 
Powers’ which he finally defines : 


‘“'We wish that the friendly Powers who have 
interests to safeguard in the East which are not ours, 
should make themselves strong enough by their union 
and their forces to keep the Russian sword in its 
sheath, or to hold their own against it should circum- 
stances bring about a rupture. So long as no interest 
of Germany were involved we should remain neutral ; 
but it is impossible to admit that any German Em- 
peror could ever lend the support of his arms to Russia 
to help her to overthrow or weaken one of those Powers 
upon whose support we must reckon either to prevent 
a Russian war or help us to meet it. From this point 
of view German policy will always be obliged to take 
action [entrer en ligne de combat] if the independence 
of Austria-Hungary is threatened by Russian aggres- 
sion, or if England or Italy were in danger of being 
attacked by the armies of France. Thus German 
policy follows a path which is necessarily prescribed 
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for it by the political situation in Europe and from 
which neither the antipathies nor the sympathies of 
a Monarch or directing Minister could make it deviate.”’ 
(November 22, 1887.) 


Lord Salisbury replied to this communication the 
following week, writing in English. There is a notable 
contrast between this interchange of personal letters 
and the last which had taken place between the same 
correspondents. In July 1885, the initiative had 
come from the English side. Lord Salisbury, taking 
up an inheritance of all but bankruptcy in continental 
friendship, had been deferentially desirous of the great 
man’s favour and grateful for the assurance of it— 
qualified though this had been in respect of Russia’s 
superior claims. Now, the whole suggestion conveyed 
in his answer—a suggestion justified by the history 
of the preceding negotiation—is that England is the 
obliging party, coming to her friends’ assistance at 
their solicitation and laying down the reasoned con- 
ditions for her compliance. 

The letter is chiefly noticeable for its detachment 
from the—much longer—text to which it was a reply. 
There is a courteous acknowledgment of the Chan- 
cellor’s ‘“‘ unreserved confidence’ and _ satisfactory 
conclusion. But the elaborate demonstration of the 
warlike proclivities of Germany’s two neighbours and 
of the relations looked for with ‘‘ les Puissances amies ”’ 
is passed over in silence. The possibility of England’s 
‘‘ being attacked by the armies of France ”’ is not even 
distantly alluded to. The writer keeps himself rigidly 
to the business in hand—the considerations, as he 
says, which had led him to entertain the apprehensions 
which he had expressed to Count Hatzfeldt : 


“ Tf the lamentable event of a war between France 
and Germany should take place, Russia, if she was 
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well - advised, would not take any step hostile to 
Germany, but would at once, by occupying positions 
either in the Balkan Peninsula or in Asia Minor, 
compel the Sultan to assent to proposals which would 
make her mistress of the Bosphorus and Dardanelles. 
She would only abstain from this step if threatened 
by a formidable resistance—Italy and England alone 
would not be sufficient to deter her; and it is very 
doubtful whether English public opinion would con- 
sent to go to war for Turkey with only Italy for an 
ally. All would depend, therefore, upon the attitude 
of Austria. Unless she was certain of assistance from 
Germany, she might not feel strong enough to hazard 
a war with Russia, and a consequent invasion on her 
north eastern frontier where Italy and England could 
hardly help her. In that case she would sit still and 
accept compensation in Turkish territory. She has 
favoured that policy in former years; and even now 
it is reported, I know not with what truth, that the 
Emperor of Austria personally inclines to it. She 
could only take the opposite and bolder line, if she 
felt sure of the ultimate support of Germany. 
“When, therefore, we were asked to join in an 
understanding upon the eight bases which were given 
to Sir E. Malet, it became on consideration very 
evident that the one vital question to us was one 
which was not even alluded to in those eight bases 
—namely—the probable attitude of Germany. If 
Austria could count on German support in such a 
struggle, it would be possible for her to carry out 
fully the policy indicated in the eight bases to which 
England was asked to adhere. In any other case, 
England, by giving this adhesion, might be committing 
herself to a policy predoomed to failure. We then 
asked ourselves what ground we had for assuming 
that Germany, engaged in a severe struggle with 
France, might not take a neutral line, or even a line 
favourable to Russia. Just at this time came the 
news that the succession to the German throne of a 
Prince who was believed to be more favourable to 
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Russia and more averse to England than the present 
Heir to that throne, was a contingency which might 
arise at an earlier date than was expected. 

“Your Serene Highness has removed my appre- 
hensions by the great frankness with which you have 
exposed the true situation to me. You have, in the 
first place, allowed me to see the Treaty between 
Austria and Germany which establishes that, under 
no circumstances, could the existence of Austria be 
imperilled by a resistance to Russian enterprises. In 
the second place, you have conveyed to Sir Edward 
Malet, on the part of the Emperor, his moral support 
of any agreement which may be come to by Austria, 
Italy and England on the eight bases submitted to us, 
and, in the third place, you have convincingly ex- 
plained to me that the course of Germany must be 
dictated by the considerations of national interest felt 
by the nation at large, and not by the personal pre- 
possessions of the reigning Sovereign. 

“I believe that the understanding into which 
England and the other two Powers are now prepared 
to enter will be in complete accordance with her de- 
clared policy, and will be loyally observed by her. 
The grouping of States which has been the work of the 
last year will be an effective barrier against any pos- 
sible aggression of Russia, and the construction of it 
will not be among the least services which your Serene 
Highness has rendered to the cause of European 
peace.” (November 30, 1887.) 


The Tripartite Agreement was signed in the first 
week of December after some amendments had been 
inserted at Lord Salisbury’s instance. Only two of 
them were not merely trivial. The eighth basis was 
more cautiously worded so as to restrict its obligations 
patently within the four corners of existing treaties, 
and the northern coasts of Asia Minor were added to 
Bulgaria as territories in whose independence of 
foreign domination the contracting parties declared 
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themselves interested. He comments to Sir William 
White upon the conclusion of the negotiation : 


To Sir William White, December 14, 1887. 


‘Both Austria and Germany continue to express 
themselves as attaching special importance to this 
exchange of notes. I cannot understand their point 
of view. We have acknowledged or entered into no 
obligation that did not exist before. If an emergency 
should arise during the tenure of a Minister or a 
Parliament disposed to recognise the obligations of 
[the Treaties of] Paris and Berlin, the understanding 
to which we have just come with Austria and Italy 
will not be needed to make him act. But if we should 
be disposed not to recognise England’s treaty obliga- 
tions, the understanding of the other day uses language 
much vaguer than those treaties, and it is easier to 
slip out of it. It is like putting a coarse sieve under a 
fine one.” 


He suggested as a possible explanation that the 
real though unavowed purpose of his co-signatories 
was to use the eighth basis, not as a warning to Turkey, 
but “‘in order to cut her up,” and he closed with the 
reminder which he had addressed more than once 
recently to this correspondent, that England’s interest 
in and influence upon the destinies of the Turkish 
Empire had inevitably become a diminishing factor 
in her policy. 


“I have preferred not to sign one of three identic 
notes, but a separate answer to their two identic notes. 
One of my objects in doing this has been to discourage 
the idea that our interest in the Turkish domination 
of their present Empire, and of the Straits, is on the 
same level as that of Austria and Italy. Though I 
fully admit the existence of our interest, it is not so 
imperative and vital as theirs. I think our bearing 
diplomatically should follow the same idea. You are 
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rather more interested than Radowitz, but not quite 
so much interested as Calice} and Blanc. . . . 

“ Of course,-it may be said that this plan sacrifices 
the ideal we have pursued ever since Lord Stratford’s 
days of a leading influence at Constantinople. But is 
not that idea a chimera? Can any one have that 
leading influence for more than a month together? 
It would be a totally different matter if anything 
happened to cause a demise of the Kaliphat. But 
even then we could only gain a dominant influence by 
sheer threats. We have little to promise or to give.” 


Before the year ended, the animosities in which 
this negotiation had originated found cruder expression 
in the outbreak of a war-scare between Russia and 
Austria similar, though of a less acute character, to 
that which had agitated western Europe in the spring. 
Lord Salisbury’s speech at the Guildhall partook of 
the double inspiration which usually characterised his 
utterances on these occasions. There was the purpose 
of educating public opinion by some detached present- 
ment of the underlying facts or general laws which 
determine international action. But there was also 
a special diplomatic object to be served in a delicate 
reminder to the Czar, Alexander III., of the peaceful 
reputation which he had acquired and which it was 
now so urgent for him to live up to. After referring 
to the competition in armaments which he had already 
begun to look upon as the gravest cause for anxiety in 
Europe, he offered consolation which, to the experience 
of a later generation, was pathetically futile as a general 
proposition. But in its individual application to the 
Russian Emperor, upon whose immediate intentions 
European anxiety was at that moment concentrated, 
it proved to be solidly founded. 


1 The Austrian ambassador at Constantinople. 
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November 9, 1887. (At the Guildhall.) 


‘As long as great nations maintain enormous and 
increasing armies, and spend still greater sums every 
year in sharpening the weapons which, if the necessity 
should arise, they may use against each other, as long 
as that competition of armaments continues, it is idle 
to hope that perfect tranquillity can prevail over the 
world. But that very state of things has its com- 
pensations. The tremendous powers which modern 
science has given to weapons of destruction, the 
tremendous forces which lie in the hollow of the hand 
of a few powerful men, must make them pause. They 
feel that the power of destruction which lies at the 
mercy of one word from them is so tremendous, the 
responsibility which it imposes is so large, that I am 
not sure that the securities of peace are not more 
sensibly increased than they would be if we reverted 
to the old time when the weapons cf war were weak 
and war was a pastime which could be easily and 
cheaply undertaken. . . . It used to be thought and 
said that there would be no wars in the world but for 
the rulers—that the people would always be for peace. 
I am convinced that, whatever else is true, the reverse 
of that fact is true at the present time. I believe 
that every ruler, that every prominent Minister in the 
world, that every sovereign . . . without exception, is 
intensely earnest in his desire to maintain peace. If 
there is any possible danger in the future, it rather 
arises from another cause—from possible gusts of 
passionate and often ill-informed feeling arising from 
great masses of population.” 


Towards the close of November the campaign of 
press denunciation which had already opened between 
Russia and her neighbours was fortified by a con- 
centration of her troops on the Galician frontier— 
explained officially as an episode in their autumn 
manceuvres. A burst of frenzied excitement in 
Hungary, accompanied by instant demands upon 
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their Government for retaliatory preparations, gave 
point to the warning with which Lord Salisbury had 
closed his speech. Newspapers and chancelleries 
competed once more in prophecies of catastrophe. 
There came a week in December when the Foreign 
Secretary reported to the Queen that the ambassadors 
were pessimistic and that Count Hatzfeldt in parti- 
cular had spoken of war between Russia and Austria 
as inevitable. But he stated his own belief neverthe- 
less that the scare had been “ artificially produced,” 
and a week later expressed himself as sure of it. 


To Mr. Alfred Austin, December 22, 1887. 


** I have seen now several of the foreign ambas- 
sadors and some of our own, and I am convinced that 
my account of the ‘scare’ has been a correct one. 
There was some impulse from ‘ mighty personages ’— 
Bismarck and the Czar—but the intensity of it was 
chiefly due to what I may call ‘ journalistic reverbera- 
tion.’ The only serious and lasting element is the 
massive forces on either side, and the nearer approach 
of them to each other. 

‘* No one wants war—except the officers and the 
publicists. But the Czar is stupid—Prince Bismarck’s 
nerve has become a little excitable—and there is a 
dark uncertain future, which creates a constant state 
of inchoate panic.” 


The next day, M. de Staal} told him that Count 
Kalnoky had informed the Russian ambassador at 
Vienna that his Government had no intention of 
adding to her garrisons in Galicia at this moment, and 
that the Czar had responded by an assurance that he 
was “ fully resolved not to go to war, as far as he could 
prevent it.” The panic died away as quickly as it 
had arisen, and in the following months Russia aban- 
doned that menacing pressure upon the recalcitrant 


1 The Russian ambassador in London. 
VOL. IV G 
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Bulgarians, which for two and a half years had been 
the source of such constant trepidation to Europe. 
In February ’88, the Czar made a last attempt to get 
rid of the intrusive ‘‘ Coburger”’ and secure the 
Bulgarian throne for his own nominee. He invited 
the signatories of the Berlin Treaty to address a com- 
bined protest to the Sultan against the continued 
illegality of Prince Ferdinand’s presence. Prince 
Bismarck overtly backed the invitation, but the 
British Foreign Minister demurred : 


To Sir Augustus Paget, February 22, 1888. 


‘IT gather that Bismarck’s pressure in favour of the 
Russian proposals is getting a little stronger and that 
the Austrians are hesitating. I shall of course give 
no final answer till I know Kalnoky’s determination, 
and I believe Crispi is similarly waiting. But a mere 
admission of the Russian request seems to me to be so 
dangerous as to be quite impossible. As a device it is 
so exceedingly clumsy. If, as is probable, the Sultan 
accepts our united declaration that Ferdinand’s posi- 
tion is irregular, and nothing further comes of it, we 
shall look intolerably ridiculous. And this seems to 
me the likeliest issue by far, and the consequences of 
the ridicule the Czar will incur will be that he will be 
angry and will want to take some further step in order 
to clear his honour. If, on the contrary, the Russian 
anticipation is correct, and Ferdinand falls as a result 
of the European demonstration, we shall get back to 
the old vicious circle—anarchy, provisional Govern- 
ment, vain efforts of Bulgarians to persuade the 
Powers to name a Prince, and at last again, a Prince 
named by themselves. It is hardly likely that we 
should travel again round this vicious circle without 
a mishap of some kind.” 


The Austrian and Italian Governments acquiesced 
in this view, and the three Powers refused the invita- 
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tion. Lord Salisbury did not altogether take credit 
to himself for having induced this decision. 


To the Queen, March 1, 1888. 


‘Lord Salisbury saw Count Bismarck in his passage 
through London on Tuesday. He had a long inter- 
view with him, in which Count Bismarck spoke the 
whole time. He was principally engaged in shewing 
that Prince Bismarck’s policy of advising his allies to 
support the Russian proposals at Constantinople, 
while secretly encouraging them to take the opposite 
course, was not open to the charge of duplicity.” 


After the failure of this attempt, Russia gave up 
the struggle. Prince Ferdinand was thenceforth left 
at peace to consolidate his grip upon his unenthusi- 
astic subjects, and Bulgaria, having for three successive 
years occupied the centre of the European stage, with- 
drew into the sinister privacy of her domestic politics. 
In August Lord Salisbury took the opportunity of a 
Mansion House dinner to stimulate the diplomatic 
truce which had now become possible between England 
and Russia. He dwelt so effusively upon the manifold 
virtues of the Czar, upon the splendid deeds of valour 
by which Russia had secured the liberties of the 
Bulgarian people, upon the high satisfaction which 
she must now feel in crowning her work by—in brief— 
leaving them to their own devices,—that Mr. Austin 
wrote to ask what he was to understand from such 
civility to the traditional enemy. 


To Mr. Alfred Austin, August 12, 1888. 


“«. . . As to my Mansion House speech—take 
it as it was spoken—don’t read anything into it that 
was not there—and you will find it a string of truths, 
which verge on truisms. 

‘“‘T believe that civility has a slight influence on 
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the Czar—and it is worth exercising that influence 
if it contributes even in the most feeble degree to pre- 
vent him from taking the plunge which (perhaps) he 
is being tempted to take.” 


He suggests the possibility of a free hand being 
offered to Russia on the Bosphorus—Austria being 
placated with the grant of Salonica, and Italy with 
that of Albania—on consideration of Germany being 
given a free hand on the Seine—‘ I have no know- 
ledge of any such arrangement being thought of by 
anyone—but it is horribly natural.” He goes on: 


‘Supposing that this arrangement had _ been 
offered to the Czar. He would be debating whether 
the possession of the Bosphorus would not be too 
dearly bought by permitting such an aggrandisement 
of Germany as would result from the effacement of 
France. In the crisis of that self-debate, a provoca- 
tion from England might push him in one way, and 
civility from England would have the opposite 
tendency.” 


Sir Robert Morier, the British ambassador at St. 
Petersburg, emphatically took the same view. He 
was on leave in England and sent his chief an en- 
thusiastic note of appreciation : “ I cannot sufficiently 
thank you for your last night’s speech. ... I am 
speaking sober sense when I say that that speech will 
do more in the direction of peace than all Bismarck’s 
inflated Peace armaments put together”? (August 9, 
1888). 


CHAPTER IV 
1888 
THE POLICY OF NEIGHBOURLINESS 
ACCESSION OF THE EMPEROR WILLIAM II 


Lorp SALISBURY’sS decision, after the failure of his 
efforts at reconciliation with France, to draw closer 
to the Central Powers, and the limits which he fixed 
to that approach, determined the direction and degree 
of his commitments with other Governments during 
the period of this Ministry. The quality of his rela- 
tions with them was more peculiarly characterised. 
The tradition which ascribes to him an acquies- 
cence, and even pride, in isolation, is wholly negatived 
by his correspondence. The theories as to his policy 
which have been built up upon that oft-quoted phrase 
of “splendid isolation” are a warning as to the dangers 
of unverified quotation. The words occur in a speech 
delivered by him at the Guildhall in November 1896. 
He was demurring to the moral denunciations which 
people in England were, at that time, heaping upon 
Russia and Austria for their refusal to support the 
penal action against the Turks which he had proposed 
to them in connection with the Armenian massacres. 
He reminded his audience that, placed geographically 
as these Powers were, their most vital interests, even 
to the point of national survival, might be imperilled 


by a catastrophe in the south-east of Europe. It was 
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not fair to expect in them ‘‘ the same emotional and 
philanthropic spirit with which you, in your splendid 
isolation, are able to examine all the circumstances.” 
The phrase was used in a purely geographical sense, 
the adjective adding a characteristic touch of ironic 
rebuke to the self-righteousness of his compatriots. 
And yet, divorced from their context and applied to 
a political idea with which they had no connection, 
the words have been used again and again as proof and 
embodiment in boastful form of a principle in his 
policy for which no other evidence exists. Isolation, 
in fact, is always referred to in these letters as an 
ultimate disaster, and his predecessors’ record in 
having incurred it as an indisputable text for their 
condemnation. 

But, on the other hand, as has been seen, he refused 
to pursue his avoidance of it to what his continental 
friends looked upon as a logical conclusion. He was 
willing to rank England overtly in their “ group ” ; 
to render to its members all services of national friend- 
ship; to engage, though somewhat reluctantly, for 
material co-operation with them in defence of certain 
already incurred obligations. But so far and no 
further. That weakness in his character which was 
a fundamental article in the creed of the two Bismarcks 
and on which Count Herbert dwelt in his official 
correspondence, had operated this year in a disturb- 
ingly one-sided fashion. If his decisions were, as 
they maintained, at the mercy of parochially-minded 
colleagues and ignorant parliamentary majorities, 
it was the more exasperating that they should prove 
immovable to their own continuous assault. Since 
the beginning of this Ministry his formal adhesion to 
the Triple Alliance had been repeatedly hinted at, 
invited or demanded. The exultation displayed at 
the signature of the Tripartite Agreement—was it really 
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so puzzling to the British Minister as he declared ?— 
had undoubtedly been inspired by the promise which 
it held out of-a more decisive election. It was to be 
the first step in England’s advance to full partnership. 

But the exultation was short-lived. A  feeler 
thrown out from Berlin early in the new year found the 
English Minister as obtuse as ever to the programme 
prepared for him. On January 22, 1888, he reported 
to the Queen that Count Hatzfeldt had shown him a 
note, very coolly worded, which Prince Bismarck had 
just addressed to the Russian Government on the 
subject of Bulgaria, and had at the same time in- 
formed him, by instruction from his chief, that it 
would have been even less encouraging ‘‘ if they had 
known with precision what would be the attitude of 
England in the case of a war.” Lord Salisbury had 
replied that, had he been in a position of absolute 
authority, his statement of intentions ‘“‘ would not be 
wanting in fulness or precision.” ‘ But the Chan- 
cellor, I said, knew the parliamentary position as well 
as I did, and if I made any definite statement of policy 
on our conduct in the case of a war between Germany 
and Russia, I might give him a false impression.” 
Matters had evidently not advanced an inch since the 
Italians had first belled the cat in the preceding 
February. 

His rejection of such appeals was generally, as 
on this occasion, referred to the exigencies of a parlia- 
mentary constitution. How far that did in fact cover 
its inspiration it is difficult to say. He certainly held 
it to be constitutionally impossible for a British 
Government to undertake engagements involving war 
on an unarrived issue, and it was not his manner to give 
his mind seriously to the merits of any course which 
he had once decided to be impossible. Even in 
private conversation he would resist attempts to get 
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a verdict from him upon any hypothetical issue: “I 
will wait till I am a tiger!”? Therefore any attempt 
to apportion the parts played in these recurrent ex- 
pressions of regret by diplomatic courtesy or by 
actual opinion, must of necessity be unsatisfying. 
There is no reason to doubt his real uneasiness at the 
prospect of being a priori debarred by the uncertainties 
of a popular vote from engagements which might at 
any moment become indispensable for the country’s 
safety or the preservation of European peace. But, 
as matters stood, the restriction did not seem to weigh 
heavily upon him. Both his caution and his dislike 
of dependence made for contented acquiescence. He 
reminds the Queen from time to time of the limitations 
imposed by ‘‘ England’s traditional policy’ in this 
matter—but without protest, and their hamper makes 
no feature in his letters to his colleagues or his own 
diplomatic agents. His recorded complaints on this 
score were reserved exclusively for his disappointed 
foreign suitors. 

The narrow path thus engaged upon, whether of 
choice or of necessity, between isolation on the one 
hand and the sacrifice of independence on the other, 
could hardly be expected to lead to international 
good feeling. Rendered possible of pursuit only by 
England’s freedom from frontier anxieties, one would 
have said that it could not fail to irritate neighbours 
less fortunately circumstanced. Yet these years, 
when Lord Salisbury’s adherence to it was most em- 
phatically insisted on, were years in which England’s 
reputation and authority stood as high in Europe as 
they have ever done before or since ; when her friend- 
ship was universally sought after and her voice was in 
fact predominant in European counsels. This result 
must be mainly attributed to another feature in Lord 
Salisbury’s policy which earned for him at the time 
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plentiful criticism from the more zealous patriots of 
his party. His instinct for initiative was not confined 
to the service of his own country. His primary in- 
spiration was national. The supremacy of the “ in- 
terests of England ”’ over all other objects of policy is 
recurrent in his letters: it was accepted without 
question as obligatory upon a trustee’s loyalty. But 
in his methods he was essentially European. He did 
not always agree with their own Governments as to 
what the interests of his neighbours were, particularly 
when the more emotional aspirations of the two Latin 
races were concerned. But where the result desired 
by a foreign Power appeared to him of a solid quality 
in respect of national advantage or security it became, 
where it was not in direct conflict with the necessities 
of his own country, an object not only to be sym- 
pathised with but to be actively worked for. This 
disposition in him showed itself notably in that dis- 
entangling of cosmopolitan confusion in Africa which 
was the most important achievement of his diplomacy 
in this Ministry.t. But its operation was apparent 
also in more fugitive connections. England’s inde- 
pendence was thus presented time and again in a 
guise attractive to the ambitions or anxieties of other 
Powers. 

This feature in his policy was urged upon popular 
acceptance in the course of a speech delivered this 
spring at Carnarvon. The appeal with which the 
passage closes shows that certain modern conceptions 
of international obligations are not exclusively post- 
war in origin. 

‘We think that a nation like ours should behave 
to other nations just as a man should behave to neigh- 
bours and equals among whom he may chance to be 
dwelling. If you wish to get on with the people with 

1 See Chapters VIII. to XI. 
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whom you are living, you must not be looking for 
perpetual opportunities of getting a little advantage 
over them; you must view your own claims and theirs 
in a just and neighbourly spirit,—on the one hand 
never sacrificing any important and genuine right in 
respect to which you think that oppression or en- 
croachment is being attempted,—and, on the other 
hand, abstaining from erecting small controversies into 
envenomed disputes and treating every difference as a 
matter of vital principle. The people who do these 
things, either in private life or in diplomacy, may 
secure an advantage or two at first, but directly their 
temper is discovered by their neighbours, they will 
find that they are opposed by a combination of those 
neighbours which places them in a worse position than 
if they had never insisted on their rights. 

‘*T must add that what I call my neighbourly view 
of foreign politics extends beyond the mere controversies 
or disputes we may have with our neighbours. We 
must not only deal with them in a spirit of goodwill, 
recognising the necessity of concessions on the one 
side or the other, but we must also recognise that the 
members of every community have duties towards each 
other. We are part of what has been well called the 
‘federation of mankind.’ We belong to a great 
community of nations and we have no right to shrink 
from the duties which the interests of the community 
impose upon us. There is all the difference in the 
world between good natured, good humoured effort 
to keep well with your neighbours, and that spirit of 
haughty and sullen isolation which has been dignified 
by the name of ‘non-intervention.’ We are part 
of the community of Europe and we must do our duty 
as such.” (April 11, 1888.) 


There had been a change of ambassadors in Paris. 
Lord Lyons had been forced by failing health to bring 
his long diplomatic career to a close and in October 
87 Lord Salisbury had chosen Lord Lytton as his 
successor. The Queen wrote hesitatingly : the Prince 
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of Wales, voicing Liberal criticisms, had urged upon 
her the alleged recklessness of the Viceroy’s character. 
But Lord Salisbury stuck to his guns : ‘‘ Lord Lytton’s 
talents,” he wrote, ‘‘ were of the highest order,’ and 
he had further special qualifications for this post: 
““ He possesses in a very eminent degree the gift of 
captivating individuals, and this gift in France, where 
so much depends on impressions, will be eminently 
useful to him, and to Your Majesty’s service. What 
we most want in Paris is good information, and this 
is precisely what a man who has formed many friendly 
relations will be able to obtain’”’ (October 22, 1887).1 
The event justified this forecast. Lord Lytton’s 
previous record of public service in diplomacy and in 
India, his literary distinction, the actual brilliancy of 
his powers, proved immediately attractive to the 
Frenchman’s innate respect for superiorities; his 
conversational gifts, his delicate and audacious wit 
and his total lack of insular stiffness, put him into 
social touch with them, and that touch was made 
intimate and personal by a capacity for sympathy 
which was large enough to embrace every spontaneous 
variety of character or opinion. He passed at once 
and automatically across the barriers of official 
formality and those, still higher, by which the Paris 
society of that day was internally divided. His house 
became a centre open to all its warring groups and he 
established a position in it such as few Englishmen 
have attained in any foreign capital. His personality 
stood for a great deal in mitigating the tension of those 
difficult years. 


Most of the minor irritations catalogued in Lord 
Salisbury’s letters of the year before were soothed in 
the course of this winter. The imposition of a modus 

1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 356. 
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vivendi upon the reluctant combatants in Newfound- 
land had allayed disorder there for the time. The 
French evacuated the New Hebrides in February, and 
in the same month the prolonged delimitation of the 
British and French protectorates in Somaliland was 
completed. It was a part of the world which failed 
to satisfy Lord Salisbury’s very practical measurement 
of values, and he wrote to Sir Evelyn Baring almost 
as disdainfully about Zeyla, its principal station, as 
he had done the year before to Lord Lyons about the 
‘utterly desert ’? Dongarita. 


To Sir Evelyn Baring, January 20, 1888. 


‘“‘ The Somali coast has become the nightmare of 
the Foreign Office. The covetousness of the whole 
civilised world seems to centre upon Zeyla. The 
French keep trying to edge their frontier eastward ; 
the Turks are demanding to be allowed to occupy 
Zeyla again with their troops, and the Italians are 
entreating us, if we do mean to evacuate it, to let them 
step in and leave Crispi to settle the claims of the 
Turks. Meantime, it is impossible to ascertain the 
precise nature of the English interests—Hunter, Gibbs, 
yourself and the Indian Government have all different 
theories on the subject,—and unassisted contempla- 
tion will do very little for us. In my eyes, it seems 
to be a coast without harbours, trade, produce, or 
strategic advantage. But as everybody else is fight- 
ing for it, I suppose we are bound to think it valu- 
ablentinx? 


A postscript to this letter refers to a hitherto little 
known officer in the Egyptian army, who had been 
wounded in the frontier fighting with the dervishes. 
It is not recorded which of his precedent activities in 
Asia Minor or the deserts of the Soudan had won him 
this mixed reputation at the Foreign Office : 
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“I was very much grieved to hear of Kitchener’s 
wound. Though I do not think I have ever met him, 
I have been familiar with his name for many years, 
and feel as if I knew him well. He is a very gallant 
and efficient officer, though a headstrong subordinate.” 


A Conference on Sugar Bounties had been called 
at Paris, which, after some evanescent hopes of success, 
proved as abortive as Lord Salisbury anticipated. 
The interests of ‘‘ big business ’’ were involved. 


To Lord Lytton, January 21, 1888. 


‘*“ Baron de Worms is very ardent in the pursuit 
of his sugar negotiations, and it requires a large fund 
of natural ardour to take up such a subject with 
enthusiasm. But I do not share his confidence. In 
democracies the capitalist seems to have a crushing 
power—so long as he is content to leave political 
distinctions to other people. I am afraid Léon Say 
will have the best of us; yet a yearly payment of 
£3,000,000 out of the taxes simply to make his future 
and that of .av sew Jothers1s. ‘a: large order. + -.-. I 
congratulate you on the brilliant success of your first 
reception. I imagine the people you brought to- 
gether have not met under the same roof for years.”’ 


Colonel Euan Smith, the newly appointed successor 
to Sir John Kirk at Zanzibar, was to call at Paris on 
his way out to take up his new duties, and Lord 
Salisbury wrote to introduce him and his business to 
the ambassador : 


To Lord Lytton, January 25, 1888. 


‘“‘T am anxious that he should see Fiourens to talk 
over the question of a commercial treaty with Zanzi- 
bar, to which I think your attention has already been 
drawn. The burning question, I am told, is Cloves 
—though I am puzzled to understand how there can 
be a sufficiently large illicit traffic in that article to 
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jeopardise the solvency of the exchequer of Zanzibar. 
Anyway, the French have an opportunity of being 
disagreeable to us on this point, and I should like to 
convey to them, quite incidentally, the hint that 
complaisance in Madagascar can only be purchased by 
complaisance at Zanzibar. But this, of course, can 
only be done with a very light hand.” 


The interchange of this small money of diplomacy 
was being carried on under the menace of agitations 
which destroyed for the time all hope of those good 
relations with France which Lord Salisbury had told 
Sir William White he was so anxious to cultivate. 
Though French statesmen had withdrawn support 
from General Boulanger, the popular passion for him 
was still growing in violence. He had been dismissed 
from his commands and in civilian liberty had plunged 
into an agitation whose almost avowed object was the 
destruction of the Republic, its replacement by a 
** Caesarism ’’ of which he would be the head, and the 
restoration of France’s glory before the world. Ata 
series of bye-elections in widely separated districts he 
or his nominees were placed at the head of the poll 
with majorities of thousands; crowds attended him 
wherever he appeared, and the sentiments uttered left 
it doubtful as to which of France’s three neighbours 
would be the first against whom her pre-eminence was 
to be vindicated. 

In England, nervousness expressed itself that spring 
and summer in a widespread panic as to the possi- 
bilities of French invasion—a panic which became a 
contributory cause of the introduction of the Naval 
Defence Act in the following year.1 Lord Salisbury’s 
own anxieties are witnessed to in a letter written in 
February to Sir Evelyn Baring—its immediate object 
being to dissuade him from prosecuting a quarrel 

1 See Chapter VII. 
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which Nubar Pasha, the Khedive’s Armenian Minister, 
had opened with him. 


To Sir Evelyn Baring, February 17, 1888. 


* T have asked you by telegraph to try and manage 
to postpone any breach with him to a more convenient 
season. We are at this moment on the sharp ridge 
that separates the slopes towards war and peace. It 
is a matter of great uncertainty down which we shall 
slide, but a very slight push either way will decide the 
issue, and the slide will be a tremendous one if we go 
towards war. It is a matter, therefore, of no common 
importance to avoid any unnecessary cause of conflict. 
If you were to have a row in Egypt, the excited opinion 
of the French might turn that way. They already, I 
am told, look upon a war with England as the cheapest 
of the three alternatives open to them. They are so 
unreasonable, and have so much incurable hatred 
of England, that I should dread any very glaring 
exhibition of our sovereignty in Egypt at this 
MOMENL,xcscs 

“It is not from any doubt about supporting you 
that I urge you to keep the peace for the present, but 
because I do not wish our administration in Egypt to 
be the cause to which the long European war is to be 
ascribed by the future historian.”’ 


On March 9, the German Emperor William I. died 
at the age of 91. For more than a decade his death 
and the results to be expected from it had been a con- 
stant subject of speculation throughout Europe. Now 
that it had come, it was in the presence of a personal 
tragedy whose outcome must vitiate all these long- 
discussed forecasts. The gentle, sober-tempered heir, 
who was reputed as representative of all the old 
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German ideals of culture, Liberalism and.peace, was a 
dying man, and behind him stood a son who, if the 
family tradition of the Hohenzollerns was to prevail, 
was bound to the repudiation of his father’s standards. 
“The ship is leaving harbour,” said Lord Salisbury 
when the news of the old man’s death arrived ; “ this 
is the crossing of the bar.”’ ‘‘ And you are wondering 
what weather you will find outside?” commented a 
companion. ‘‘ Not wondering,’ he answered, gravely ; 
‘“*T can see the sea covered with white horses.” 

The difficulties immediately met with were, how- 
ever, only of a personal character and connected with 
the family relationship of the two royal houses. The 
Empress Frederick’s devotion to the constitutional 
traditions of her mother’s kingdom and the philosophy 
of her father’s mid-century Liberalism, as constituting 
between them the embodiment of political wisdom, 
had placed her in direct antagonism to her son’s ideals 
and had made her very unpopular in Germany. Her 
husband’s helpless condition must lay heavy responsi- 
bilities upon her during the brief interval which could 
alone be anticipated for his reign. Sir Edward Malet 
feared that, as ‘‘ family ’’ ambassador, she might come 
to him for counsel, and immediately after the Emperor 
William’s death he wrote to consult his chief as to the 
attitude which he should adopt in such anevent. Lord 
Salisbury hoped that it might not take place. 


To Sir Edward Malet, March 14, 1888. 


‘But if perchance you should be forced to give 
advice, or express opinions, your wisest course will be 
to discourage any leaning to English notions of policy. 
Apart altogether from the question whether they are 
or are not applicable to a country like Germany, they 
are certainly unsuitable to the Empress’s mouth. She 
must not be detected trying to shape Germany to an 
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English pattern. Otherwise she will incur most 
serious risk. If I had the misfortune, from which I 
trust you may. be spared, of having to advise her now, 
I should frame all my advice on the principle that it 
is her rdle to be mildly Bismarckian and intensely 
German. Prediction is a very idle pastime just now— 
but the information that reaches me makes me think 
that an effort on her part to make hay while the sun 
shines, and to utilise the next two or three (?) months 
to give a permanent direction to German policy in an 
anti-Bismarckian sense, is not wholly impossible. I 
earnestly hope that it may not be so, but I am still 
more anxious that it should not be possible to suggest 
that England had meddled in the matter.” 


In fact, the only invitation to interfere in the 
troubled family life at Potsdam came from the opposite 
quarter. The new Emperor and Empress invited 
Prince Alexander of Battenberg, the dethroned ruler 
of Bulgaria, to pay them a private visit at Potsdam, 
and Prince Bismarck, either genuinely or with some 
ulterior object in view, assumed a purpose of hurrying 
on that marriage with one of the young princesses 
whose proposal had moved his own and Prince 
William’s wrath three years before. The Berlin press 
suddenly, and with remarkable unanimity, averred the 
certainty of his immediate resignation if the marriage, 
which they declared to be in active contemplation, 
was persisted in. A ‘Chancellor crisis”? of an acute 
character was proclaimed, and, in discussing it, some 
of the papers indulged in attacks upon the Empress 
and upon her mother, Queen Victoria, who was accused 
of being the prime inciter to the disastrous project. 
Prince Bismarck followed up this press outbreak by 
sending for Sir Edward Malet and demanding that 
Lord Salisbury should intervene. The Queen was out 
of England at the time, taking a holiday in Florence, 
and Lord Salisbury knew of no reason for doubting 
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the accuracy of the Chancellor’s information. But he 
declined to interfere in what he declared to be a matter 
of purely private and family interest. Prince Bis- 
marck reiterated his demand, said that the marriage 
would be an insult to the Russian Emperor, and— 
according to his habit—threatened political conse- 
quences to follow if the British Minister should fail to 
restrain his royal mistress. Lord Salisbury supple- 
mented his first refusal by an uncompromising tele- 
gram : 


To Sir Edward Malet, April 8, 1888. 


‘*T am very sorry not to be able to comply with 
Prince Bismarck’s wishes, but he is asking me to assist 
him in thwarting the wishes of his Emperor and my 
Queen in order to gratify the malignant feelings of the 
Russian Emperor. This would certainly be inconsistent 
with my duty and, if German co-operation can only be 
had at this price, we must do without it.” 


This telegram was accompanied by one of warning 
to the Queen, who had announced her intention of 
visiting her dying son-in-law at Potsdam on her way 
home. 


Telegram to the Queen, April 8, 1888.1 


“IT have received several private telegrams from 
Sir E. Malet, showing that Prince Bismarck is in one 
of his raging moods about the proposed marriage. 

‘“ He shows temper against Your Majesty and as at 
such times he is quite unscrupulous, he will probably 
try to give currency to statements which are designed 
to make Your Majesty personally responsible for any 
evil results of his own violent passion. He has a vast 
corrupt influence over the Press and can give enor- 
mous circulation to I would humbly advise 


» Leiters of the Empress Frederick, by Sir ¥. Ponsonby, p. 295. 
2 Blank in the decoded telegram. 
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Your Majesty to avoid any action which could operate 
with the controversy which is going on. The news- 
papers say that Your Majesty is going to Potsdam or 
Berlin. I would humbly submit that this visit at this 
time would expose You to great misconstruction and 
possibly to some disrespectful demonstration. 

“German Chancellor is reported by his son to be 
in a state of intense exasperation, drinking stimulants 
all day and narcotics by night.” 


When communication on the subject became 
established with Florence, a series of indignant tele- 
grams and letters revealed the whole occasion of the 
much advertised ‘‘ Chancellor crisis’ to have been a 
delusion—or an invention. There had been no ques- 
tion of the marriage; from the great man’s cordial 
behaviour to her throughout the whole crisis, the 
unlucky Empress had believed herself to be on the 
best of terms with him; as to the Queen herself, so 
far from inciting to romance, she had some time before 
advised her daughter against making needless bad 
blood with her son over the marriage, but otherwise 
had declined to take any part in the discussion: ‘‘ She 
would not be mixed up in it, one way or the other.” 
She was contemptuous as well as angry, observing, 
with sound sense, that it was ‘‘ most foolish and 
small .. . to make such a dangerous and all im- 
portant person out of Prince Alexander.”” The con- 
duct of the Chancellor was inconceivable, especially— 
a touch worthy of Louis XIV.—“ in his sending what 
almost amounted to a message 1 to the Queen.” “ It 
is disgraceful double-dealing and altogether a dreadful 
business and state of affairs” (April 10 and 21). 

Lord Salisbury, in his irate championship, could 
almost have wished that his royal mistress’s discretion 
had been less impeccable. He repeated her repudia- 


1 Letters of the Empress Frederick, p. 301. 
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tion to Sir Edward but “ with regret ” lest the Chan- 
cellor should conceive the notion that he had extorted 
it by his threats. 


To Sir Edward Malet, April 11, 1888. 


‘“‘ This incident, joined to the incident of last year 
about the Zanzibar consulate, shows that friendship 
with Germany is a more uncertain staff to lean 
upon than friendship with France. The Chancellor’s 
humours are as changeable as those of the French 
Assembly, and you never can be certain that he will 
not try to levy a sort of diplomatic blackmail by 
putting himself against you on some matter in which 
you are interested, unless you will do something to 
gratify some one of his unreasonable personal anti- 
pathies. . . . Happily, he has not much hold on us 
now, and while the present Emperor lives, he will not 
have. What will come after, nobody knows ! ”’ 


The Queen went to Berlin—treating with signifi- 
cant silence her Minister’s audacious suggestion that 
her plans of travel could be for an instant deflected 
by abusive newspapers or a Chancellor’s ill-temper. 
Her confidence in her inviolability from personal dis- 
respect proved justified. She was warmly received by 
the populace, and if Lord Salisbury had entertained 
any fears lest righteous indignation on her own or her 
daughter’s account should outweigh her sense of 
public duty, he stood rebuked. She saw Prince 
Bismarck, talked public affairs with him, and reported 
briefly that the interview had been satisfactory ; that 
his manner had been most amiable, and that ‘“ he had 
avoided all unpleasant topics.” By his own account, 
as given to the Duke of Rutland,! who accompanied 
her to Berlin as minister in attendance, she added 


1 Hitherto known as Lord John Manners. His eldest brother, the fifth 
Duke, had died on March 38 of this year. 
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him on this occasion to her long list of conquests among 
statesmen. He had been “ charmed with his inter- 
view with the Queen, who had spoken to him with the 
utmost frankness and fulness.’”’ He added that, if 
her views were universally entertained in the Parlia- 
ment and press of England, all would be well and the 
peace of Europe secured. (From the Duke of Rutland, 
April 25.) Sir Edward Malet, with less detail, wrote 
that he understood the meeting with the Crown 
Prince William to have also gone off well. Perhaps 
in this instance his grandmother’s self-restraint was 
assisted by a warning which, in deference to Count 
Hatzfeldt’s anxious pressure, Lord Salisbury had 
addressed to her at the last moment. 


To the Queen, April 21, 1888. 


** It appears that his head is turned by his position : 
and the hope evidently was that Your Majesty might 
be induced to have a special consideration for his 
position. Evidently, though Count Hatzfeldt’s 
language was exceedingly guarded, they are afraid 
that if any thorny subject came up in conversation, 
the Prince might say something that would not reflect 
credit on him, and that if he acted so as to draw any 
reproof from Your Majesty, he might take it ill, and 
a feeling would rankle in his mind which might hinder 
the good relations between the two nations. Lord 
Salisbury strongly discouraged the idea that he could 
be made the channel for any representations on such 
a subject. But it is nevertheless true—most un- 
happily—that all Prince William’s impulses, however 
blamable or unreasonable, will henceforth be political 
causes of enormous potency ; and the two nations are 
so necessary to each other that everything that is said 
to him must be very carefully weighed. It is to be 
hoped that natural grief and a feeling of decency will, 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 398. 
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at such a moment, dominate him and exclude all lower 
impulses.” 


The painful interval of transition—for the reign 
amounted to no more—lasted only for three months. 
On June 15 the Emperor Frederick died and the 
Emperor William II. reigned in his stead. But for 
the present Prince Bismarck still governed. In spite 
of the exasperated state of his nerves, this latest stage 
of Lord Salisbury’s relations with him proved also the 
easiest. A belief in his fundamental purpose of peace, 
though shaken at times by a tortuousness of method 
which made all beliefs about him subject to doubt, 
had been a determining factor in the British Minister’s 
will for co-operation with him. “I still decline to 
believe,’ he wrote to Mr. Austin just before the old 
Emperor’s death, “‘ that Prince Bismarck will be so 
superior to all ordinary motives as to risk, if he can 
help it, the edifice which he has had the glory of con- 
structing, and all the fame he has gained, on a venture 
where he cannot gain more than he has already. I 
believe he means to end his days in peace if he can” 
(March 7). 

Opportunities for the blackmailing and intrigue of 
the previous year had largely disappeared. The 
progress of events, both in Egypt and Bulgaria, had 
removed temptation from his path. Egyptian finance 
was steadily advancing to independence of inter- 
national consents, and the probability of an Anglo- 
Russian quarrel had become remote. Though still 
intent upon securing England as a pledged ally, he 
confined himself in these last years to more direct 
methods of persuasion. Lord Salisbury, on his side, 
was impelled to a more persistent effort for the main- 
tenance of good relations between the two countries 
by his anxiety lest they should be finally imperilled by 


FRANCO-ITALIAN HOSTILITY 103 


the bitter feeling which had arisen between the two 
Courts as an outcome of the painful circumstances 
that accompanied and immediately followed the 
Emperor Frederick’s death. 

A closer understanding between the two statesmen 
was further assisted by what is a very frequent en- 
couragement to intimacy—a common consciousness of 
a friend’s failings. Though Signor Crispi’s bellicose 
tendencies were looked upon more tolerantly in Berlin 
than in London, they were found inconvenient even 
there. Relations between France and Italy were 
becoming strained almost to breaking point. There 
was hardly a locality on the northern coast of Africa, 
from Morocco eastwards to Suez, whose name had not 
become associated with a ‘‘ question ’’ more or less 
acutely in dispute between the two Governments. In 
February, negotiations for the renewal of a com- 
mercial treaty between them had broken down and a 
tariff war of an internecine character had been added 
to other causes of hostility. ‘° I think,” commented 
Lord Salisbury to Mr. Austin in July, “ the fault is 
mainly on the side of Italy, which assumes an un- 
friendly attitude on one petty question after another. 
But whether that is in pursuance of a fixed design or 
only represents Crispi’s lability to lumbago, I am not 
at present in a condition to say. I incline to the 
latter hypothesis ” (July 27, 1888). 

A few weeks later one of the “ petty questions ”’ 
reached a critical stage. France had issued a decree 
in her Tunis protectorate, which was held to affect 
injuriously a number of schools established there by 
Italy for the benefit of her nationals. Though the 
question was not one with which England had any 
direct concern, the representatives of both Govern- 
ments brought it before the British Foreign Minister, 
whether for counsel or in self-justification. Lord 
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Salisbury, with something of weary protest against 
continental quarrelsomeness, reported to Lord Lytton 
his efforts to induce common-sense in the disputants. 


To Lord Lytton, October 25, 1888. 


“| . As to Tunis, I am afraid matters are not 
mending. Catalani shewed me some telegrams which 
seemed to lead up to a breach. I have declined to 
express any opinion upon the strict legality of the 
Tunis decrees—in the first place, because such an 
opinion is very difficult to form, and in the second, 
because we have not been appealed to by H.M.’s own 
subjects, and we really are very little interested in the 
matter. But I told the French Chargé d’Affaires that 
I thought the issue of the decree was both unwise and 
inopportune, and I have told the Italians that it was a 
matter of very little importance and that they were 
foolish to stir. It seems as though Crispi was bent on 
getting up a quarrel, and that Goblet,! or rather, I 
suppose, Charmes,? out of sheer irritability and ‘ cussed- 
ness’ would give them every opportunity for it... .” 


Lord Lytton commented to a family friend : “‘ No 
one in England has any idea of the extent to which 
both the peace of Europe and our own immunity from 
serious foreign pressure have all this while been de- 
pending on Salisbury’s personal influence. He is out 
and away the greatest Foreign Minister we have had 
In mny, me, ° 

Lord Salisbury this year repeated his Paris ex- 
periment by appointing Lord Dufferin, who had just 
vacated the Viceroyalty of India, to the Embassy at 
Rome. Lord Dufferin arrived there in December, and 
the Foreign Secretary prepared him for some of the 

1 The French Foreign Minister. He had succeeded M. Flourens on the 
defeat of the Tirard Government in the previous March. 


* Departmental Chief of the French Foreign Office. 
8 Lord Lytton’s Letters, vol. ii. p. 833. 
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more personal aspects of his work in a long private 
letter. He warned him against Signor Crispi’s rest- 
lessly acquisitive tendencies—quoting Horace,! “rem, 
quocumque modo rem ”’—his passion for getting ‘‘ some- 
thing, in whatever way, something ’—and its conse- 
quence in driving him into one quarrel after another 
with the French. 


To Lord Dufferin, December 28, 1888. 


** ,.. My impression is that if France attacked Italy 
gratuitously by sea, the English feeling would be in 
favour of going to her assistance, but that if a war 
were to arise out of one of Crispi’s trumpery quarrels, 
England would certainly stand aloof. I confess I 
should be very glad to see Crispi disappear—spite of 
the German fondness for him. His conspirator’s 
temper (he was one of Garibaldi’s hundred) leads him 
to political gambling, which, in the present state of 
men’s feelings, is full of danger to the world’s peace. 
I am glad to think that the financial mess into which 
he has got will help to bring about that consummation. 
The Germans indeed tell me now that it is Damiani ? 
who is the firebrand and that he pushes Crispi. This 
suggestion, even if it were true, makes little difference, 
because no one else but Crispi would be pushed by 
Damiani.” 


There had been a passing breeze between Lord 
Salisbury and his royal mistress during the holidays. 
He was at Royat in August, and the Queen telegraphed 
to him there to urge that, before returning to England, 
he should take his part in the series of personal inter- 
views upon which, according to their usual autumnal 
practice, the three Ministers of the Triple Alliance were 
engaged. “It is most important.” “ We might find 
ourselves isolated.” * Lord Salisbury replied by mes- 


1 First Epistle, 1st Book. 2 Chief of the Foreign Office in Rome. 
8 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 436. 
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senger—and after a forty-eight hours’ interval—to 
say that Signor Crispi had by now already begun his 
homeward journey .and would be out of reach, and 
that Prince Bismarck and Count Kalnoky were at 
home in their country houses where it would be most 
improper to intrude upon them, unless he had some 
definite propositions to convey to them—which was 
not the case. There was no cause for anxiety ; 
nothing to fear from the policy of any of the Powers, 
with the single exception of France. 


‘France is, and must always remain, England’s 
greatest danger. But that danger is dormant, so long 
as the present strained relations exist between France 
and her two Eastern neighbours. If ever France 
should be on friendly terms with them, the army and 
navy estimates would rise very rapidly.” (August 25, 
1888.) 


It may be an over-subtle criticism to suggest that 
the emphatic hopelessness of this estimate, for which 
no current happening in international affairs would 
altogether account, was not unconnected with its 
value as a debating point in the present dispute. It 
was the country from which he was actually now 
writing—in which he normally spent his holidays— 
with whose people he was and always had been the 
most socially and intellectually intimate—whose 
political hostility remained the most permanent and 
irreconcilable. So much for the value of personal 
intercourse ! 

Her Majesty was not deceived by the excuses 
offered. 


From the Queen, August 27, 1888. 


“The Queen is, she cannot deny, vexed at Lord 
Salisbury’s not trying to meet Signor Crispi and other 
Foreign Ministers, if possible. She thinks that on his 
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way back to Italy a meeting might so easily have 
been effected ; and Lord Salisbury stands so high, his 
name is so much respected in Europe, that a short con- 
versation and mutual Verstdndniss, as they say in 
German, would be of immense use. The character of 
the Queen’s grandson, the young Emperor, is one on 
which—from his being entirely in the hands of two 
bad and unscrupulous men, like the two Bismarcks, 
and so inexperienced and narrow-minded—one can 
place little reliance, and renders the state of Europe 
one of extreme uncertainty, and the Queen thinks we 
do not take sufficient pains in taking advantage of 
opportunities which could enable our relations with 
Foreign Governments to become more intimate and 
more understood.” 


Lord Salisbury did not continue the argument. 
Its conclusion, so far as he was concerned, was fore- 
gone. Appeals for the exertion of his influence in 
person, whether in small things or in great, always 
found him immovably resistant and sceptical. 

Another holiday letter to the Queen was in response 
to her protest against the practice of transferring 
diplomatists from places with whose politics and 
personalities they were familiar, to take charge of 
legations in parts of the world of which they knew 
nothing. Lord Salisbury admitted that the system 
was theoretically indefensible—but it was inevitable. 


To the Queen, September 19, 1888. 


‘“«. , . It is impossible to keep a service in any 
heart unless men are promoted when their turn comes, 
or at least have a fair general chance of being so. 
When a vacancy occurs, the service expect there shall 
be a general move upwards. They are not always 
gratified. Lord Salisbury has been guilty in their 
views, on three occasions, of deferring this general 
advance, by introducing men of distinction at the top; 
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—Lord Lytton to Paris, Lord Dufferin to Rome, and 
Sir H. Wolff to Teheran. This has had the effect of 
preventing the general move up for which the service 
looks. But this ‘move up’ necessarily involves a 
change of post. When other vacancies came, Lord 
Salisbury felt bound to recommend that promotions 
should take place; otherwise the service would have 
been disheartened. . . . It would be dangerous to act 
upon the principle that when a man has done well and 
become useful at a place, he should on that account 
not be promoted, for such a practice would discourage 
them from trying to do well. At the same time, Lord 
Salisbury thinks that the practice goes too far, as at 
present observed, and that when the promotion is 
merely for the sake of an increase of salary, the salary 
might just as well be made to move, instead of the 
diplomatist. Lord Salisbury will consult the Treasury 
upon this point when he gets home. . . 

“It is right to add that, within certain limits, an 
occasional change of post increases the usefulness of a 
diplomatist. If he remains too long at one post, he 
falls under special personal influences or gets mixed up 
in local quarrels, and then a change of post is the only 
remedy.” 


The Guildhall speech of this year was, in its main 
outlines, suggestively repetitive. The shadow of pos- 
sible catastrophe still lay across it. There was the 
same grave reference to growing armaments that there 
had been the year before ; the same dwelling upon the 
appalling nature of a European war under these new 
conditions — emphasising this time the stupendous 
risk run—“‘it must end in the national annihilation 
of those who are defeated”; the same expression of 
trust that a realisation of these things would perpetuate 
the present peaceful purpose of continental rulers ; 
the same warning as to the dangers to be apprehended 
from uninformed movements of popular feeling. There 
was one new feature: an admission of compelled 
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national participation in the policy which he deplored. 
England’s action could not remain unaffected by that 
of other countries: a programme of increased naval 
construction was announced for the coming session. 
The alarms of the previous summer were no doubt 
still prominent in the thought of both speaker and 
audience. 


** You must remember that preparation is a relative 
term ; that you may be fully prepared at one moment 
and yet, by the action of others and not your own, 
that preparation may become suddenly insufficient, 
. . . and in proportion as the forces which might be 
brought against you increase in volume and in power, 
in that proportion is laid upon you the stern and in- 
evitable necessity of increasing your preparations also. 
And it is not only as protection against danger; we 
have another consideration which we must bear in 
mind. In a sensitive commercial community like 
ours, alarm is almost as destructive as danger; and 
what we have to provide is not only safety for our 
citizens, but a sense that that safety exists.”’ (Novem- 
ber 9, 1888.) 


CHAPTER V 
1889 
PRINCE BISMARCK’S INVITATION 
THE NILE VALLEY 


Tue spring months of 1889 saw the culmination of 
Prince Bismarck’s effort to enrol England fully in the 
ranks of the Triple Alliance. The time was not 
happily chosen. Lord Salisbury’s policy of co-opera- 
tion with them, never very positively popular in this 
country, was being pursued now under special diffi- 
culties. In the autumn of 1888, an outbreak of 
arrogant, temper on the part of the young Emperor, 
trifling though it was in its occasion and circumstance, 
had not been of comfortable augury for the future 
and had intensified the strain already existing in the 
relations of the two Courts. Somewhat to the scandal 
of Queen Victoria’s rigid ideas as to family mourning, 
her grandson had started within a month of his father’s 
death upon a series of state visits to the continental 
capitals. He was due at Vienna at the end of Sept- 
ember. The Prince of Wales had gone there on a 
private visit and proposed to stay on and join in the 
festivities of his nephew’s welcome. But, while in 
Berlin at the time of the Emperor Frederick’s funeral, 
his behaviour had unwittingly given offence to the 
new sovereign. The offence had rankled, and a 


message was received in Vienna to say that, if the 
110 
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Prince remained there, the already publicly announced 
visit of the German Emperor would not take place. 
The message was reported to the Prince, who took 
the only course possible under the circumstances and 
left Vienna. The British ambassador, Sir Augustus 
Paget, was one of the intermediaries through whom the 
Austrian Minister had conveyed this embarrassing 
communication, and on receiving his report, Lord 
Salisbury telegraphed to him to keep out of the 
German Emperor’s way as much as possible during 
the approaching functions, and in any case, if he had 
to speak to him, to avoid all reference to this subject. 
A fortnight later he reported to the ambassador the 
sequel of the incident so far as official occupation with 
it was concerned. 


To Sir Augustus Paget, October 16, 1888. 


““T am afraid from what I hear that you will have 
been strongly blamed by the Prince of Wales for not 
having opened the question up in your audience of 
the Emperor. I hope you made him fully understand 
that I alone was to blame—if blame there was—for 
that decision. I had, of course, to consider the ques- 
tion from a political as well as a personal point of view ; 
and my chief anxiety was that there should be no 
danger of anything like an insult to H.M.’s ambassador. 

“* Thaveseen Hatzfeldt since [came back to England. 
I did not touch on the subject ; but he began it and 
produced a very long pro memoria from Prince Bis- 
marck on the subject. He read, or rather translated 
it to me, and a very curious document it was. The 
greater part of it was occupied with an argument to 
explain why, in the present state of politics, the 
appearance of the Prince of Wales at Vienna between 
the two Emperors would have worn the appearance 
of a demonstration directed against Russia, and would 
have made the position of Germany towards Russia 
more delicate and difficult than it is now. This thesis 
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he worked out at some length. He added a curious 
thrust by the way. He said that, if there had been 
that real defensive alliance between England and the 
two Empires which the presence of the Prince of Wales 
on such an occasion between the two Emperors would 
have seemed to announce to the world, Germany would 
willingly have accepted any risk of displeasing Russia 
which such a spectacle might have caused. But no 
such alliance exists. Germany has no security that, 
in case of a war, the English fleet would be employed 
upon their side. Germany did not therefore wish to 
incur all the disadvantages which the ostentatious 
proclamation of such an alliance would bring with it, 
without having any of its solid fruit as a compensation.’ 


The Chancellor’s memorandum went on to refer, 
‘‘in guarded and obscure terms,” to the causes of 
personal estrangement between the two royal relatives. 
Remarks of a dubious discretion had been repeated to 
the Emperor as having been made by the Prince in 
private conversation with third parties during his 
visit at Berlin. The Prince afterwards attributed this 
mischief-making and, as he believed, inaccurate re- 
petition to Count Herbert Bismarck, to whom he had 
talked with the freedom of a close social intimacy, 
dating from the time when Count Herbert was attached 
to the German Embassy in London. The memoran- 
dum also commented upon his behaviour generally on 
this visit as having shown too great a consciousness of 
his host as a nephew and too little recognition of him 
as an Emperor. Lord Salisbury concluded his account 
of the conversation : 


“I gathered from hints that he, Count Hatzfeldt, 
dropped, that the Emperor William is in a very 
Rehoboam-like frame of mind; that the Chancellor 
has his hands full and that his—the Chancellor’s— 
temper is consequently unbearable. I think that the 


1 King Edward VII., by Sir Sidney Lee, vol. i. p. 647. 
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Emperor William must be a little off his head. No- 
thing that has been alleged gives any kind of explana- 
tion of this extraordinary freak of temper.” 


Formal publicity for the incident had fortunately 
been avoided. Having successfully relegated it to 
the domain of family relations, Lord Salisbury took 
no further direct part in its discussion, though a pro- 
longed correspondence was carried on through the 
following months by royal and diplomatic mediators 
with the object of inducing an expression of regret 
from the Emperor. But a certain political reaction 
was inevitable. The Queen was deeply incensed, and 
her indignation was made practically operative 
through a characteristically sudden change of attitude 
on her grandson’s part. At the outset, he had 
pointedly omitted to include Englard among the 
Courts which he proposed to visit, and the Queen, 
though not exactly lamenting the result, had noted 
the omission as an intended discourtesy to his mother’s 
family and country. But as the winter approached 
he completely changed round and, through his repre- 
sentatives both in Berlin and in London, intimated 
his strong wish for an invitation to the English Court. 
The Queen declared that nothing on earth should 
induce her to give him one, and Lord Salisbury urged 
Count Hatzfeldt to prevent any proposal for a visit. 
He was not only moved by sympathy with his 
sovereign’s just indignation ; there were other reasons 
for preferring the young monarch’s absence. There 
had been a serious Arab rising in German East Africa, 
which will be dealt with in detail in its connection with 
African affairs in a later chapter.t| But it had inci- 
dental reactions on public opinion in England. By 
general admission, it owed its origin to the provocative 
and arbitrary methods of the officials of the German 

1 See below, Chapter VIII. 
VOL. IV I 
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East African Company. British opinion was shocked 
and also scornfully angry with an incompetence which 
had shaken the security of all white enterprise on 
the coast. Germany and Germans became very un- 
popular in this country that winter, and the Emperor 
William’s addiction to spectacular gesture in his parade 
through the Continental capitals and the pity felt for 
his English mother’s contrasting desolation and grief, 
did nothing to deflect that unpopularity from his 
person. It was impossible to guarantee a civil recep- 
tion for him by the public, and in the interests of 
friendly relations between the two countries, Lord 
Salisbury urged that the longer that he stayed away 
the better. 

But the pressure from Berlin increased. The 
visit to England had become an Imperial obsession. 
Message after message was received as to. the ardour 
of the Emperor’s desire and the nascent bitterness of 
his disappointment at its postponement. Sir Edward 
Malet became solemn in his warnings of possibly 
irremediable alienation ; Count Hatzfeldt was almost 
tearful in the urgency of his appeals. At length Lord 
Salisbury began to exercise his diplomatic talents for 
the persuasion of Her Majesty to a compromise. A 
formal letter, submitted to the Queen’s approval before 
sending, was written to Sir Edward on February 20, 
which shows the degree to which his efforts had proved 
successful up to that time. Her Majesty’s objections 
were not, she wished him to say, merely personal— 
she doubted the political advantage of the visit. It 
would be impossible for her to banish from her manner 
all traces of her recollections of the last twelve months 
and she feared that her grandson could not fail to be 
disturbed at the very different state of feeling about 
his father’s death which he would find among his 
relations in England to that which he had _ himself 
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displayed : some male member of the royal family 
should be present and neither the Prince of Wales nor 
Prince Henry of Battenberg could meet him; there 
were domestic reasons which would make the visit 
singularly inconvenient to herself: ‘‘ Her Majesty 
would not, however, let her personal feelings stand in 
the way if there was a political exigency of importance 
to be met.’ Speaking for himself, Lord Salisbury 
went on to insist that in no case must a state visit to 
London be contemplated. The Radicals and Irish 
were very pro-French ; Germany was generally un- 
popular on account of events in Zanzibar; the 
Emperor would certainly be badly received in London 
and might be insulted. A naval visit to the Solent 
while the Queen was at Osborne would be safer: 
** But, it will be much better if, in all friendship, the 
visit can be postponed.”’ 

Such was the moral atmosphere in court and 
country, in which Prince Bismarck elected to make his 
final and most direct appeal for a binding alliance 
with England. Unfortunately, Lord Salisbury’s per- 
sonal attitude towards this appeal can only be deduced 
from third-party reports. No allusion to it is to be 
found in his own correspondence, whether private or 
official—a, silence which is fully accounted for in the 
circumstances as they are related in the confidential 
documents of the German Foreign Office. These 
contain the only known record of the incident. 

The appeal did not err on the side of vagueness. 
In a long letter addressed to Count Hatzfeldt on 
January 11, 1889,1 the Chancellor instructed him to 
ask for the immediate conclusion of a defensive 
alliance, directed avowedly and specifically against 
France. No limiting condition of her being supported 
in attack by a second Power was suggested; both 

1 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. i. p. 869 (Grosse Pol. vol. iv. p. 400). 
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parties to the treaty were to fight if either were at- 
tacked by France alone. Unlike other similar engage- 
ments entered into by Prince Bismarck, this one was 
to be public—its ratification by the German Reichstag 
and the British Parliament was a condition postulated. 
It was to be of limited duration, and he declared him- 
self ready to accept any period for it which might meet 
with Lord Salisbury’s approval—three years, two 
years, or even one year only. 

The publicity was insisted on as essential to the 
object primarily aimed at. This was not to secure 
support in the event of war, but to prevent the out- 
break of war. Much argument was devoted to proving 
that such was the reward that might be looked for. 
The two premisses on which the argument rested were 
France’s unchangeably warlike proclivities, and the 
decisive influence which her central position gave her 
as against both England and Germany. England, the 
Chancellor pointed out, had at this moment two 
potential enemies—Russia and America. His inclu- 
sion of the latter country was due to an acute out- 
break of anti-British sentiment of which it had been 
the scene during the previous summer and autumn. 
In June ’88, the United States Senate had rejected an 
arbitrated agreement on a Fisheries dispute with 
Canada which Mr. Chamberlain had negotiated the 
year before. In November, its Government had dis- 
missed Sir Lionel Sackville West, the British Minister, 
from Washington with the most summary brutality 
and without any consultation with his own Govern- 
ment, on the ground of his having interfered in 
American domestic politics. He had been betrayed 
into undoubted indiscretion by the sharp practice of 
some electioneering politicians, and Lord Salisbury had 
therefore made no protest against this act of dis- 
courtesy except by delaying to fill the vacated post for 
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six months. But under the stress of a presidential 
election these official manifestations of unfriendliness 
had been followed in the press and on the platform by 
an intensive indulgence in the traditional exercise of 
twisting the lion’s tail, which in any other country 
would have justified Prince Bismarck’s assumption. 

But, argued the Chancellor, an attack from either 
Russia or America could only be dangerous to Eng- 
land’s life if France assisted in it; nor, without pro- 
spect of such assistance, would they risk the adventure. 
That assistance could never be given if, under the 
guarantee of a published pledge, it were to entail the 
immediate entry across France’s eastern frontier of a 
million German soldiers. In the same way, she would 
never venture that feared assault upon Germany 
without the prospect of which Russia would not take 
the field if, under the same public engagement, she had 
to reckon with a simultaneous attack of England on her 
flank. Thus, all the immediate dangers to European 
peace would be eliminated and the British Govern- 
ment would occupy in the eyes of Europe the proud 
position of protector of the world’s peace. 

The manner in which this proposal was urged was 
as unusual as its substance. There was a discreetly 
worded reminder that, if England persisted in her 
abstention from all commitments, her neighbours— 
Germany among the rest—might be forced ultimately 
to seek salvation in other friendships. But, except 
for this suggestion, made with a careful avoidance of 
menace, Count Hatzfeldt was specifically instructed to 
avoid all forms of pressure. The Chancellor set the 
highest value upon Lord Salisbury’s continuance in 
office; he had, he declared, the fullest confidence in 
his judgment; if he should decide the scheme to be 
impracticable, the Prince’s confidence in his policy 
and friendliness for his person would be in no way 
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shaken. He asked for no immediate reply ; he was 
content to wait for it for as long an interval as Lord 
Salisbury might require for thought and consultation. 
All that he asked was that he should take the idea into 
his consideration and sound the leading men among his 
political friends as to its possibility. These considerate 
civilities may have been experimentally employed as 
offering a chance of success where the opposite tactics 
had previously failed. But, if the word did not seem 
absurd in connection with the man, the tone of the 
whole message might be described as diffident in its 
anxious earnestness. 

The answer to it could not be in question. The 
proposal only differed from that which Lord Salisbury 
had summarily rejected when coming from Italy two 
years before, in its provision for parliamentary ratifica- 
tion. That was a gain in respect of constitutional 
ethics, but it only served to make its impossibility 
more vividly apparent. Parliament was to be invited 
to sanction an engagement which was unprecedented 
in English history in times of peace; an engagement 
to make war upon a neighbouring country upon an 
issue not only unarrived but undefined, and in which, 
when it did arrive, England might prove to have no 
concern. And it was to be invited to incur this re- 
sponsibility against a nation which, however disturb- 
ingly hostile in its sentiments, was giving no present 
cause of offence, except by an impotent obstruction of 
Egyptian administration; and in favour of one so 
little popular in England at the moment that the 
Prime Minister was compelled to warn its sovereign 
that he could not insure him against insult in the 
streets of London. 

All these things Prince Bismarck must have 
known as well as his English colleague, and what the 
constraining force was which made him, at the cost of 
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such unwonted humility of approach, risk an almost 
certain rebuff must remain a matter for speculation. 
Presumably, the invasion “ scare’? of the previous 
summer in England and her Government’s proclaimed 
purpose of enlarging her fleet, coupled with a further 
inflation of enthusiasm for General Boulanger in 
Paris that winter, had persuaded him of a favourable 
opportunity. The panic in this country had, in fact, 
subsided — reassured to confidence by the Govern- 
ment’s precautionary activities—and in no case 
would the self-dependence of Englishmen have toler- 
ated it as a plea for seeking support from outside. 
General Boulanger had throughout been taken too 
seriously by European opinion, as the event of the 
next few weeks showed. A sensational success which 
he obtained at a bye-election in Paris later on in this 
month of January, proved to be the final expansion of 
the bubble before bursting. Reinforced by the police 
discovery of a Royalist conspiracy, actually in being, 
it stirred the French Government and Chamber to 
rapid action. A Bill was rushed through Parliament 
constituting the Senate a High Court of Justice for 
the summary trial of treasonable conspiracy ; General 
Boulanger’s nerve failed him and, on April 1, under fear 
of arrest, he fled the country never to return toit. By 
that act of timidity he destroyed at once and for ever 
his hold on the French people, and from that day 
the Republic enjoyed unchallenged peace within its 
borders, and, in its regained security, ceased to be a 
menace to that of Europe. 

Count Hatzfeldt’s report to Berlin! of Lord Salis- 
bury’s reception of the Chancellor’s message was not 
expansive and, in view of the length and intimacy 
which usually characterised their conversations, sug- 
gests a good deal left out. Though at times this 

1 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. i. p. 872 (Grosse Polk. vol. iv. p. 403). 
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ambassador displayed to the full the normal incapacity 
of foreigners to gauge opinion in England, he must 
have discussed this issue too often with the Foreign 
Secretary to have had any doubts as to the unwelcome 
character of the reply which he would have to trans- 
mit. Both men would be moved by the same anxiety 
to avert one of those irrational outbreaks of temper to 
which at any crossing of his will the great man had of 
recent years become subject, and we should probably 
not be far wrong in assuming an agreed report. The 
Prime Minister, wrote Count Hatzfeldt, had expressed 
himself as impressed with the high importance of the 
ideas suggested, and gratefully sensible of the value 
which Prince Bismarck attached to Anglo-German 
friendship in the interests of European peace. He had 
asked for time for full consideration of a matter so far- 
reaching and so vital for England, and he promised to 
discuss it, as wished, with his political friends. The 
ambassador comments in language of model diplo- 
matic no-meaning that it is “not impossible that a 
counter proposal may arise out of these discussions 
which may suggest some modification of the idea 
without declining it in principle.” He says, in con- 
clusion, that Lord Salisbury wishes the whole matter 
to be treated as strictly confidential ‘‘ and that he 
means, therefore, for the moment, to communicate it 
neither to the Foreign Office nor even to Her Majesty 
the Queen.” This sentence is marked with an em- 
phatic marginal “ Gut!” in Prince Bismarck’s hand- 
writing. We have already noted how effectually the 
purpose of silence was carried out. The consultation 
with the Commons colleagues was no doubt verbal— 
and probably of the briefest—and their chief so 
successfully impressed them with its confidential 
character that their private correspondence, as hitherto 
published, is as free from allusion to it as his own. 
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No report as to any outcome of these consultations 
appears in the German documents. No definite reply 
was presumably volunteered, and the ambassador and 
his chief acquiesced in the silent negative. But two 
months later another approach was made, less crudely 
definite in character. In March, Count Herbert 
Bismarck paid a private visit to London. In the 
course of a friendly conversation with the Prime 
Minister upon various topics, the question of an 
Anglo-German alliance was again brought up, though 
in his report of the interview to his father! he does 
not speak of having made any specific proposal with 
regard to it. “Lord Salisbury,” he says, ‘* agreed 
with me throughout that an Anglo-German alliance 
would be the best tonic for both countries and for 
European peace. He had spoken about it to Lord 
Hartington and his colleagues, all of whom had shared 
his opinion but considered it inopportune to act upon 
the suggestion, since it would cause the parliamentary 
majority to collapse, carrying the Ministry with it.” 
In this augury, Count Herbert, speaking from a per- 
sonal acquaintance with the political world of London 
and more greatly daring than the merely official 
subordinate, regretfully concurs. There follows an un- 
expected excursion on Lord Salisbury’s part into early 
nineteenth-century history ; presumably in response 
to some challenge to remember the brave days of old, 
when England had headed a European coalition against 
French militarism. It includes some quite credible 
political reflections upon the superiority of aristo- 
cratic over democratic institutions and some less 
credible historical ones in which Pitt’s “ active policy ” 
is mixed confusingly with the issues of the Congress 
of Vienna. Verbal accuracy as to his interlocutor’s 
conversational embroideries was not to be expected 

1 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. i. p. 378 (Grosse Polk. vol. iv. p. 404). 


122 LORD SALISBURY 


from a man of Count Herbert’s superabundant 
loquacity. But there is no reason to doubt the 
authenticity of the two features of outstanding 
practical importance in this summary—Lord Salis- 
bury’s rejection of the proposed alliance as impossible, 
and the expression of his personal regret at that 
conclusion. 

The frequency with which this combination appears 
in the presence of similar advances has been discussed 
in an earlier chapter.!. Towards the close of the inter- 
view Count Herbert dwelt on the danger which, in 
certain conjunctures, England might incur if Germany 
were to become reluctantly convinced that no solid 
reliance was to be placed on her support. The argu- 
ment met with immediate response. Lord Salisbury 
replied that he had already long said this to himself: 
‘““It was all the more troubling to him that parlia- 
mentary considerations reduced his Government to 
such impotence.” That he was troubled is easy of 
belief. The unqualified rejection of so spontaneous 
and cordial an advance from the leading Power in 
Europe was not a matter to be lightly faced. Always 
before his eyes was that abyss of contemned isolation 
upon the brink of which he had found England hanging 
in the summer of 1885. He was able to soften the 
blow. Count Herbert had made no secret of the fact 
that, especially as a safeguard against Italian fickle- 
ness, the reputation of an English alliance was only 
less valuable to him than the reality,? and a promise 
on the British Minister’s part of demonstrative co- 
operation for the benefit of lookers-on, closes this 
account of the conversation. 

It is quite probable that Lord Salisbury believed 
that, had he not been hampered by constitutional 
fetters, he could have devised some carefully con- 


1 See Chapter IV. 2 See below, letter to the Duke of Rutland. 
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ditioned engagement which would have freed England 
from the danger of isolation without pledging her to 
impossible compliances. But it would scarcely be 
safe to go beyond that in interpreting his civilities to 
the German Minister. Even if all invidious direction 
against France were eliminated—and it is to be noted 
as a curious comment on the earlier approach, that 
Count Herbert makes no reference to the argument 
which had been his father’s sole reliance—it is difficult 
to believe that the Prime Minister could ever have 
consented to the full and formal alliance which was 
what both father and son wished for. Beyond the 
impassable barrier of parliamentary opposition there 
were impediments to which, since that existed, it was 
needless and would have been discourteous to allude. 
Notably, one of temperament—both national and per- 
sonal. The grotesque image suggested by that digression 
into Napoleonic history, of Prince Bismarck’s playing 
the part of Frederick William to Lord Salisbury’s Pitt, 
is hardly more unthinkable than that of Lord Salisbury 
content with the réle presently acquiesced in by Count 
Kalnoky and Signor Crispi. “‘ Germany thinks her 
humble allies exceedingly insubordinate,” he wrote 
mockingly to Lord Dufferin a few months after the 
date of this interview, in referring to some passing 
cloud in the mutual relations of the Triple Alliance. 
The German Chancellor’s conception of the whole 
duty of an ally—a conception which continued to 
prevail implicitly with his successors—was funda- 
mentally incompatible with the consciously self- 
dependent and self-sufficient temper of the British 
nation and its rulers. Under its influence the loose 
bond which Lord Salisbury established between the 
two countries gradually slackened and fell apart: a 
tighter bond would have snapped. 

To this interview, unlike the earlier approach, there 
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are two references in his correspondence, though 
neither of them is illuminating. To Sir Edward 
Malet he wrote: ‘‘ The visit of your Foreign Minister 
passed off very well. ... In his expressions upon 
politics he was very amiable, but nothing was said 
sufficiently definite to be worth recording ” (April 3). 
To his colleague, the Duke of Rutland, he was slightly 
more communicative : 


To the Duke of Rutland, March 29, 1888. 


‘“‘ Our political news is very scanty and indeed is 
confined to the sayings and doings of the hateful 
Herbert! who has been going about London for the 
past week. He is effusively desirous of an English 
alliance, especially of the appearance of it—as Italy’s 
steadfastness depends on it to a great extent. He is 
anxious to defer war, at all events for eighteen months, 
as their rifle will not be ready before that time. He 
has seen a good deal of Rosebery and of Dilke. The 
most interesting part of what he told me is that, 
according to him, Rosebery is a very outspoken 
supporter of the foreign policy of H.M.G., and that 
according to Dilke, the Liberal leaders are quite certain 
to make Rosebery their leader whenever Gladstone 
disappears.” 


In the first week of March, the Queen had at last 
consented to send her grandson the clamoured -for 
invitation to Osborne for the following August, and 
the Emperor had telegraphed to his ambassador that 
he was “beside himself with joy” at its reception 
(March 7). No apology had yet been received from 
him for the insult offered to the Prince, but after the 
failure of various formulae of reconciliation suggested 
by zealous mediators, the difficulty was solved by his 


1 The epithce is no doubt in allusion to the Queen’s sentiments. She 
shared her son’s view as to the part which Count Bismarck had played in 
making mischief between him and his nephew and was proportionately in- 
dignant with him. 
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categorically asserting that the incriminated message 
had never been sent. It was a figment either of the 
Austrian Court’ or his uncle’s imagination. It would 
be illogical, observed Count Hatzfeldt suavely, to 
expect an apology for a thing which had never hap- 
pened—and the Prince, with great good sense, agreed 
to leave it at that. 

Whatever may have been his failure towards other 
relatives, the Emperor now spared no pains to con- 
vince his grandmother of the genuineness of his respect 
and affection for herself, of which indeed there appears 
to have been no doubt. He besieged her with letters, 
politically confidential and personally devoted, of 
which she transcribed extracts for Lord Salisbury’s 
benefit, receiving in reply encouraging congratulations 
on the improved judgment or amiability of feeling to 
which they witnessed. The friendship of England 
was being pursued as ardently from Potsdam as from 
Friedrichsruhe. From which of the two came the 
original inspiration ? Was the old statesman, with 
far-reaching political purpose, teaching his as yet un- 
revolted pupil to restrain his youthful antagonism to 
his mother’s country ? Or was it that, conscious of a 
weakening hold on power, he was striving to strengthen 
it by a zealous support of the latest of his master’s 
unstable emotional phases ? 

The support, if such it were, showed itself in his 
public as well as in his private utterances. On 
January 15, in a debate in the Reichstag on his ac- 
ceptance of the policy of Colonial advance—as to which 
he affirmed in this, almost his last public utterance on 
the subject, he “still entertained the gravest appre- 
hensions ’’—he was challenged as to its reactions upon 
Germany’s international relations. ‘‘ I can only say,” 
he replied, ‘‘ that we have proceeded, and shall ever 
proceed, solely with and in agreement with, the 
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greatest Colonial Power in the world—England. . . . 
In Zanzibar and also in Samoa, we are in the fullest 
accord with England and advance hand in hand with 
her. We are absolutely resolved to be at one with the 
English Government and to uphold that unity. We 
have shared with the English in Africa, and the only 
unpleasantnesses which have arisen have been with 
subordinate officials for whom the Government neither 
can nor will be responsible.” 

These emphatic reiterations were no doubt elicited 
by the very opposite inspiration under which the 
‘‘ subordinate officials’ had been acting in both the 
localities referred to. Dr. Knappe’s ! attitude in Apia 
had close affinities with that of Herr Karl Peters ? in 
Kast Africa. Prince Bismarck’s programme of going 
‘“hand in hand with ’—and therefore of necessity 
playing second fiddle to—the “‘ greatest Colonial Power 
in the world,” was a hard saying for a generation 
already inspired by the conviction of Germany’s 
divinely appointed hegemony. Their feelings were 
not soothed by their actual failure as against their 
rivals in the matter of native administration. Their 
incompetence — or inexperience — had resulted in 
tumultuous outbreaks both in Africa and the Pacific. 
‘““ Prince Bismarck’s Colonial undertakings,’ com- 
mented Lord Salisbury to Sir Edward Malet, “ are a 
great nuisance. . . . If they did Germany any good I 
should mind it less—as we are sure to get some slice 
of any commercial opening anywhere. But he has 
ruined everybody else’s trade at Samoa and Zanzibar, 
without in the least benefiting his own” (February 
12, 1889). In Samoa the virtual civil war of two 
years before had become an actual one. The experi- 


1 German Consul-General in Samoa. 
* Chairman of the German East African Company and famous as an 
African explorer and adventurer. 
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ment of a multiple white control over a childishly 
immature race had completely broken down under the 
mutual jealousies of the German and Anglo-Saxon 
representatives. The German had led the way in 
aggressiveness. He had got rid of Malietoa, the Anglo- 
phil chieftain, who was also, unfortunately for Dr. 
Knappe, the popular one, and when the island rose in 
revolt against his own nominee, he, with several of his 
fellow-countrymen, had taken the field with the forces 
of this “usurper.” They had been defeated and 
several of the Germans had been killed in two pitched 
battles that autumn. Dr. Knappe had thereupon 
arrogated sovereign rights to himself and had placed 
the island, including its foreign white residents, under 
martial law. 

The Berlin Government disowned these proceed- 
ings, ordered the suspension of operations against the 
Malietoans, and, in March, recalled Dr. Knappe. 
Prince Bismarck then invited the Governments of 
Washington and London to a Conference at Berlin for 
the settlement of Samoan affairs. Lord Salisbury had 
for two years been urging that the present system 
should be abolished, either by making one of the white 
Powers a mandatory for the other two, or by the 
establishment of separate ‘“‘ spheres of influence ” for 
each of them among the Samoan and neighbouring 
groups of islands. The Germans agreed, but when 
Washington adhered immovably to the principle of 
equality of status for the three interested nations, 
declined to carry on the contest. Lord Salisbury 
submitted, but with a scepticism of success which was 
justified in the event. 


To Sir Edward Malet, April 24, 1889. 


‘““T hope to send you out your instructions in good 
time before the opening of the Samoa Conference. I 
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have seen one of the American Plenipotentiaries and 
gather that your deliberations will not be long or 
difficult and will result in a victory for the Americans. 
But as a settlement of the question, this issue will be 
quite valueless. The fundamental difference between 
their view and that which we and the Germans have 
supported is that we think some one European power 
must lead in the Government of the islands, whilst the 
Americans think that all three Governments must be 
on a precisely equal footing. I understand that on 
this point the Germans mean to give in. We cannot 
fight it alone but the Government by three equal 
Consuls will not work smoothly for three years to- 
gether. 

‘They are talking of having a majority arrange- 
ment by which two of the Consuls shall outvote the 
other. To this I have a strong objection. Samoa 
matters very little to us and I strongly demur to an 
arrangement under which, for Samoa’s sake, we shall 
quarrel either with the Germans or the Americans once 
A MONE asin « 

‘“* The greatest reform of all would be to lay a cable 
from Auckland to Apia. So, and so only, we should 
get rid of the furor consularis.” 


In the spring, relief was offered from the more 
serious issues of diplomacy in connection with a Uni- 
versal Exhibition by which President Carnot had 
decided to celebrate the centenary of the outbreak of 
the French Revolution. The Empires of Germany 
and Austria and the Kingdom of Italy had declared 
openly from the outset that their representatives could 
not participate officially in the glorification of that 
catastrophe to the monarchical principle; and the 
minor Powers, equally pledged to its defence, ac- 
quiesced in this view. Since the challenge had been 
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thrown down, Lord Salisbury felt that both considera- 
tion for his allies and respect for Her Majesty required 
that Lord Lytton should not separate himself from 
his colleagues. All the more because the precedent 
opened an embarrassing vista of historical anniver- 
saries in the immediate future. ‘‘In the next ten 
years,” he wrote to Lord Lytton when the question 
was first mooted, ‘‘ if France wishes to go into ecstacies 
over her own centenary history, she will hardly induce 
any large portion of the world to go with her” 
(January 31, 1888). 

President Carnot, however, had set his heart upon 
securing all the splendour possible for his opening 
function, which was fixed for May 6, the centenary of 
the meeting of the States-General, and it was an- 
nounced that the corps diplomatique would be invited 
to attend it. Simply to refuse the invitation and stay 
at home would be an impossible rudeness and it 
was settled that the ambassadors should resort to the 
time-honoured expedient of a fortuitously convenient 
holiday for the occasion. Then it was unfortunately 
discovered by an expert in international etiquette 
that, since, in an ambassador’s absence, his functions 
devolve unimpaired upon his representative, the 
Chargés d’Affaires would still be in the position of 
having either to insult the President or commit their 
Governments to approval of revolution. Lord Lytton 
reported the difficulty to his chief. The response was 
not very helpful : 


To Lord Lytton, April 16, 1889. 


“‘The problem you have set me is a tough one. 
We cannot appear at the Exhibition opening without 
parting company with our allies—Germany, Austria, 
Italy ; so that it is not to be thought of. But what 
excuse is to be found for the simultaneous inability, 
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not only of the Ambassador, but of the whole staff he 
leaves behind him,—the whole Chancellerie? In- 
fluenza is not in season in May ; and neither the plague 
cholera, nor small-pox are prevalent in Paris just now. 
TI give it up. You had better have a maiden aunt 
seriously ill somewhere or other,—but what-is to be 
done with the Chargé d’Affaires, I cannot think. 
Could not your maiden aunt fall ill at Nice ?—then 
there would be no Chargé d’Affaires! I must leave 
the solution of the problem to your and Egerton’s 
ingenuity. But it will not do for you and the American 
to appear as the supporters of the rights of man and 
the principles of ’89. . . .” 


The finality of the dilemma compelled its solution. 
The Russian alone remained immovable. He had 
already got his orders. Not even respect for the 
feelings of his only friend in Europe could deflect the 
rigidity of the Czar’s autocratic orthodoxy. Baron 
Mohrenheim ! was instructed to shut up his embassy, 
withdraw with his whole staff across the frontier to 
Aix-la-Chapelle, and remain there for the rest of the 
summer. Thus only could all risk be avoided of a 
contaminating share in the celebration of the abomin- 
able anniversary. The other Governments, royal and 
imperial, took a less severe view of their monarchical 
obligations and the ambassadors in conference decided 
to compromise by formally suspending, for this 
occasion only, the representative rights of their 
Chargés d’Affaires. The minor Powers came into line 
without demur; all the ‘‘ chiefs of mission’ took a ten 
days’ holiday and, with the single exception of the 
Russians, the combined though decapitated staffs of 
the foreign legations lent the decorative support of 
their uniforms to the President’s celebration. Chas- 
tened, perhaps, by the Russian defection, the French 


1 The Russian ambassador in Paris. 
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Foreign Minister expressed himself to Lord Lytton 
as entirely satisfied with this arrangement. 


In August a breach threatened between Greece 
and Turkey. It came to nothing and would not call 
for mention here except as having been the only 
recorded occasion in this Ministry of a final difference 
of decision between Lord Salisbury and his colleagues 
as to the action of his own department. 

A revolt had broken out in Crete—or rather, a 
civil war between its Christian and Moslem inhabitants. 
All authorities were agreed as to the crass failure of 
the Turkish Government to maintain order in the 
island, though they differed diametrically as to the 
degree of partiality which it had or had not displayed 
towards its co-religionists in its futile efforts to restore 
it. But hundreds of refugees from Christian villages 
had fled to Greece ; feeling there had become violently 
excited ; and on August 5, the Greek Prime Minister, 
M. Tricoupis, addressed a telegraphic circular to the 
Powers announcing that if they did not interfere, 
Greece would ; and that the Greek fleet was being put 
in readiness to land troops in Crete without further 
delay. Such action would of course have meant war 
with Turkey. 

Prevention to be effective must be immediate and 
Lord Salisbury telegraphed in reply to say that, while 
recognising the seriousness of the situation, Her 
Majesty’s Government could not admit that Greece 
had any valid ground for material intervention. On 
such an issue and to a country placed geographically 
as Greece was, England spoke with the voice of 
authority and the message suggested the purpose— 
which, in fact, Lord Salisbury entertained—of pro- 
ceeding in case of resistance to such coercive naval 
action as had already been effective in preventing a 


132 LORD SALISBURY 


Greco-Turkish war in the winter of ’85-’86. But 
when the Cabinet met on the 7th, the majority of its 
members, dreading the offence which might be given 
to the Government’s composite support in the House 
of Commons, demurred to any such forcible inter- 
vention. Mr. Smith seems to have reported after- 
wards to the Chancellor of the Exchequer that the 
Prime Minister had been wounded by his colleagues’ 
revolt. Mr. Goschen wrote to express his sorrow. 


To Mr. Goschen, August 11, 1889. 


‘*T am very much obliged to you for your kind 
letter. Smith mistook me in saying that I was hurt 
at the decision of the Cabinet. What I tried to ex- 
plain to him was the perplexity in which it left me. 
My recollections of the years 1875-1878 have impressed 
very deeply on my mind the dangers of a composite 
policy. In that case it was produced because the 
Foreign Minister would not act, and the Cabinet tried 
to make him act. But it can quite as easily be pro- 
duced if the Foreign Minister and the Cabinet have 
different views of action. If considerations connected 
with home politics compel the Cabinet to take and 
adhere to the view which commends itself to them, and 
the Foreign Minister is not convinced, the only chance 
for both is a policy of the utmost possible quiescence. 
The attempt to weave a policy out of the different 
threads of their various opinions will certainly be fatal. 
It would be like two or three persons attempting to 
fence with the same rapier at the same time. Against 
so excellent a swordsman as Tricoupis the attempt 
would be specially perilous. I have _ therefore 
abstained from any further action—except sending 
to White a ‘ Blue-book’ telegram of advice to the 
Turks. 

“I hope that the danger will pass off this time. 
Tricoupis has attached a meaning to the message 
which I sent before I consulted the Cabinet, which 
the words will not bear, but which is agreeable to the 
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policy I recommended. And as he has got no en- 
couragement from anybody else, it is just possible 
that he will shrink from overt action, and the Cretan 
movement will burn itself out. But its effect in 
Bulgaria has already been bad, and it is possible that 
either there or in Servia the violent party may break 
away from all restraint. 

‘** But I hope that we may be spared difficulties, for 
I do not at all see my way since the revelation of the 
mind of the Cabinet disclosed on Wednesday.” 


The event bore out his hopes. The other Powers 
concurred, some reluctantly, some emphatically, in 
deprecating Greek action, and M. Tricoupis, knowing 
nothing of Cabinet obstruction and interpreting the 
Prime Minister’s message by previous experience, 
thought it wiser to abandon his purpose. The decision 
taken on the unshared authority of a single individual 
which, as Mr. Gladstone had pointed out, must be 
the result of a Prime Minister at the Foreign Office 
whenever immediate action was called for, had acted 
on this occasion as a successful though unintended 
bluff. 

Lord Salisbury did not avail himself of the ardent 
champiecnship which would certainly have been at his 
disposal if the Queen had been made cognisant of the 
dispute. He stood loyally by his colleagues, not only 
reporting the Cabinet decision without any suggestion 
of having himself disapproved of it, but referring it 
to a precedent which he knew would historically plead 
its cause: ‘‘ The Cabinet were opposed to the present 
intervention of Great Britain, fearing a renewal of 
the disgraceful ‘atrocity’ agitation thirteen years 
ago” (August 8). 

The episode presents a friendly picture of personal 
relations, while Mr. Goschen’s distress at the idea of 
having displeased his chief and the vexed surprise 
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which pierces through the latter’s disclaimer, suggest 
that such final differences must have been rare. 


Inter-European politics as a whole had entered on 
a placid phase. It was still a commonplace in the 
gossip of the Chancelleries to treat a continental war 
as normally to be anticipated and rumours as to the 
period of its advent were still recurrently reported in 
Lord Salisbury’s correspondence. But the common- 
place had become largely conventional. The share 
which the threat of internal convulsion in France had 
had in the tension of the last three years was witnessed 
to by the relaxation which followed its removal, and 
now in their immediate freedom from frontier anxieties 
Frenchmen, Germans, and Italians were throwing them- 
selves with as much zest as Englishmen into African 
adventure. 

About Egypt, France still remained unappeasable. 
Her Government continued to employ its international 
right of financial interference for the obstruction of 
reform in that country and openly declared its purpose 
of persisting in that course until England fixed a 
date for evacuation, while her ambassador presented 
periodic demands at the Foreign Office for a pro- 
nouncement in that sense. But under the pressure of 
a two-fold influence, Lord Salisbury’s own attitude on 
the question had become noticeably modified in the 
course of the last two years. 

Speaking at the Mansion House twelve months 
after the failure of the Wolff Convention, he had still 
referred to the occupation as a burden, though re- 
asserting emphatically the conditions required for its 
abandonment. 


“ To us it is not an annexation of territory that is. 
desirable ; all we wish is that there shall be an Egypt, 
self-sustaining, strong enough to master internal dis- 
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order or to repel an external foe. Until we can be 
satisfied that that state of things exists, we shall 
remain to assist Egypt; the moment we are satisfied 
that it does exist, we shall gladly relieve ourselves of 
an unnecessary burden.” (August 6, 1888.) 


Even while this speech was being delivered, the 
task of protection from an “ external foe ” was losing 
its hypothetical quality. For two or three years after 
their conquest of Khartoum the Khalifa’s forces had 
been occupied in securing their position in the equa- 
torial Soudan; but they had now again turned their 
faces northwards and were engaged this year upon a 
series of attacks upon the southern frontier of Egypt 
and upon Suakin, which, still defensable on its sea 
base, had remained since 1884 her sole possession in 
the Eastern Soudan. ‘“‘ My impression,” wrote Lord 
Salisbury to his pro-Consul at Cairo in November ’88, 
‘is that both Turks and Frenchmen will attempt at an 
early date to renew the evacuation question, but these 
events at Wadi Halfa and Suakin have deferred it still 
further. It would have been better for them if they 
had accepted Woiff’s Convention” (November 2, 1888). 

The fighting round Suakin, where the Arabs were 
led by Osman Digna, a lieutenant of the Khalifa’s 
of notable military ability, was so severe that its 
Egyptian garrison had had to be reinforced by 
British battalions under the command of General 
Grenfell. This ‘‘ small war” in conjunction with the 
Arab outbreak in East Africa, to which reference has 
already been made, and two defensive expeditions on 
the North-West frontier of India, inspired Lord Salis- 
bury that year at the Guildhall to a rare excursion into 
poetic imagery. He had been congratulating his 
audience upon the generally peaceful outlook: these 
interruptions to it, he said, did not indicate any tempest 
or disturbance —‘‘ they are merely the surf that 
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marks the edge of the advancing waves of civilisa- 
tion’ (November 9, 1888). 

The dervishes were defeated, with loss, by the 
British and Egyptian troops in a pitched battle out- 
side Suakin on December 21, only, however, to retire 
into the surrounding deserts and recruit their strength 
for further raids. The financial fiat against “ pacifying”’ 
expeditions remained absolute at the Cairo Agency 
and in Downing Street. The continued garrisoning of 
Suakin under such conditions was burdensome both in 
money and health, and Sir Evelyn Baring’s advisers in 
Cairo suggested that the victory offered a dignified 
opportunity for getting rid of it by handing it over to 
the suzerain Power at Constantinople. 

In rejecting this proposal, Lord Salisbury was 
moved to indulge at some length, for the benefit of 
his non-political subordinate, in a dissertation upon 
the appropriate features of parliamentary psychology, 
delivering thrusts in passing as he went at all parties 
indifferently. He pointed out in detail how, on such 
a minor issue, the Government would be at the mercy 
of “‘ any fortuitous concurrence of fanaticism and fads 
that chance might direct against them.” There 
would be the Turcophobes who objected, per se, to 
every concession made to Turks; the Jingoes of an 
even less complex inspiration, “‘ who simply desire to 
annex and object to evacuating in all cases”; the 
** fanatics who believe that by some magic wave of the 
diplomatic wand the Soudan can be turned into a 
second India”; the more retiring group of shady 
company-promoters, who were anxious to take advan- 
tage of this delusion. He passed on to the probable 
results of the transfer and their political reactions : 
“The Turks would commit every possible blunder : 
they would oppress the Arabs, destroy all possibility 
of trade except the Slave Trade, to which they would 
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give every facility,” and, through their incompetence, 
would so weaken the defences of Suakin that some 
fine day a lieutenant of the Khalifa’s would rush the 
fortress—‘‘ Then the political air would be rent with 
tales of the inefficiency and brutality of the Turks 
and with praises of the virtues of the Soudanese, only 
requiring Home Rule under the aegis of Great Britain 
to develop their country into an equatorial Arcadia. 
The whole evil would be attributed to the evacuation 
which must be immediately reversed. I need go no 
further ’’ (December 28, 1888). 

Sir Evelyn responded sympathetically and with an 
assurance that he was not insensible to the difficulty of 
transacting affairs in the presence of ‘‘ our unwieldy 
democracy’: ‘‘ Your account of the elements which 
go to make up English public opinion is not encourag- 
ing. We are suffering—grievously suffering—for that 
leap in the dark some twenty years ago, as to which, 
unless my memory fails me, your conscience must be 
more clear than the consciences of many others”’ 
(January 5, 1889). 

The dervishes, undeterred by the Suakin defeat, 
united the following summer for an attack down the 
Nile in force. Their defeat at Toski (August 3, 1889) 
was a foregone conclusion; but so was the certainty 
that it would prove no permanent deterrent to them 
or to the fierce resolve of their ruler. There could be at 
present no serious question of Egypt’s evacuation by 
her white garrison and Lord Salisbury met the annual 
protest of the French that summer with a very definite 
refusal of its consideration. At the Guildhall, after 
referring to the successful repulse of “‘ that organisa- 
tion of fanaticism and slave-hunting which has already 
carried so much misery throughout vast portions of 
what belonged to Egypt,” he emphasised, amid loud 
cheers, the Government’s resolve, ‘“‘ whether it were 
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assisted or obstructed by other Powers,” to pursue to 
the end the task which it had undertaken (November 9, 
1889). | 

The other pre-requisite of evacuation—the security 
of Egypt against internal disorder—attained also 
this year a greater definition of outline. In 1887, Sir 
Evelyn, though admittedly reluctant, does not appear 
to have urged any veto against the proposed with- 
drawal. It would have closed an experiment which, 
though hopeful, could not yet claim to be more than 
an experiment. The experience of the two interven- 
ing years had strengthened his confidence in the 
ultimate success of the British administration and had 
still more completely established his conviction of the 
disaster which must follow its interruption. In June 
°89, he wrote briefly and hurriedly to deprecate a 
rumour as to evacuation which had reached him, and 
a week later, at greater length, to congratulate Lord 
Salisbury on the “ excellent answer’? which he had 
given to M. Waddington’s reclamation : 


From Sir Evelyn Baring, June 15, 1889. 


** The argument based on danger from the dervishes 
is true, and it is an excellent working argument; but 
it does not in reality constitute the real reason 
why the evacuation policy is well nigh impossible of 
execution. The main argument—which it is difficult 
to use—is based on the utter incapacity of the ruling 
classes in this country. I am more and more struck 
with this the longer I remain here. I have not yet 
come across a single man among the Pasha class who 
appears to me really to understand the main elements 
of the local political problem with which the Egyptian 
Government has to deal. It should never be forgotten 
that the ruling classes here are almost exclusively 
foreigners—that is to say, principally Turks, with a 
mixture of Armenians, Syrians, Algerians, etc. ; and 
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further, that the Arabi movement, though in a degree 
anti-EKuropean, was principally anti-Turk. Now, all 
this class are detested by the people, and they are 
more disliked now than they ever were before. I 
cannot say whether our good government has made us 
popular, but I am quite sure that it has made the 
Pasha class more unpopular than they ever were 
beforest) 2. 

‘Riaz Pasha,! who is the only man they have, is 
deplorably wanting in judgment. I think that if he 
were left to himself he would go far to produce a 
revolution in six months. The argument that, if we 
had a right to come back, we should probably never 
have to execute the right is, I think, based on a fallacy. 
The interests, both European and native, involved 
in bringing us back would be stronger than those 
involved in getting us to stay away. Really, the more 
I look at it, the more does the evacuation policy appear 
to me to be impossible under any conditions.” 


This considered judgment chimed in with the 
external menace to compel an unanswerable conclusion 
as to present action. But the dervish attacks did 
more. They brought the reconquest of the Nile 
provinces into the foreground of Lord Salisbury’s 
thought. He had recognised it from the first as an 
issue to be ultimately faced in the interests alike of 
humanity and of Egyptian security. But it now 
became a central episode in his calculated prevision 
of events. It would have to be deferred until Egypt’s 
economic and social revival should make her able to 
bear her part in the strain involved. But, in the 
meantime, she—and England—must not be fore- 
stalled in its achievement. Where it was possible, he 
always preferred a long preparatory interval between 
conception and action. Thus we find that, from this 
date, the necessity of safeguarding the Nile valley 


1 The Khedive’s actual Prime Minister. 
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from the intrusion of other white powers begins to 
appear in his correspondence as a separate and domin- 
ating factor in his policy. 

It reacted on his general diplomacy only to in- 
tensify one of its already accepted aspects. He 
adhered to the formula which he had written to Sir 
Edward Malet in the spring of 1887 : ! he did not mean 
to allow France either to force England out of Egypt 
or to force her into a quarrel over Egypt. The first 
clause of that formula had now, in his purpose, been 
extended indefinitely in time and made to include 
virtually the whole of the Nile basin: the demands 
of the second clause, while they remained as imperative 
as ever, had become correspondingly more difficult 
of fulfilment. During the nine years that were still 
to intervene before the reconquest of Khartoum, his 
resolve to eliminate all auxiliary occasions of differ- 
ence with France affected his action consciously in 
every quarter of the globe. 


The disturbances in Samoa and Crete, the perennial 
difficulties arising with France over Egypt, and the 
delicate fencing called for by Germany’s too impor- 
tunate friendliness, were the only noticeable features 
in what may be described as the normal business of 
the Foreign Office this year. They counted, it is true, 
only as supplemental bye-play ; the main action of 
the diplomatic drama was already shifting to the 
African “scramble.’’ But, even so, it is difficult to 
account for one or two unusual complaints of work- 
weariness which appear in Lord Salisbury’s letters at 
this time. “It is of no use wishing me anything in 
concrete form,’”’ he wrote to Mr. Austin in answer to 
his New Year’s wishes; ‘‘ I have become too much 
a mere machine to know what I wish for. . . . When 

1 See Chapter II. p. 41. 
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I was put together, my brain and my stomach were 
procured at different establishments and they do not 
match. The result is that, intellectually, I am dead 
tired and longing for repose—but work certainly 
keeps one in health. But it’s dreary work ! ” (January 
1, ’89). He made the same report to the Queen in 
October. “Having now served your Majesty as 
Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary for three and a 
half, close upon four years, he is feeling the inevitable 
fatigue ; but it has in no way affected his health”’ 
(October 24).2 

His groanings over the social side of his labours 
were also specially articulate this year. 


To the Duchess of Rutland, June 30, 1889. 


““T have long desired to write to you—first to 
thank you for your very kind letters—and secondly 
to protest against sundry unfounded assertions which 
they contain,—as that I am in the habit of going to 
Mrs. Smith’s, or Lady Wimborne’s, or Lady Stanhope’s. 
I have to go to a certain number of parties of my own, 
and a few of other people’s,—as I have to go to Court. 
It is part of my dreary vocation. In our modern 
Church we have abolished fasts and penances, and we 
are quite right in doing so, because they would be 
quite superfluous and excessive, now that we have 
invented evening parties and Court ceremonies. 

‘But I hope that you will not impute to any hope- 
less criminality of intention my omission to thank you 
for your letters or to defend my character. At night 
—towards 1.80—when my business work is over, there 
always remains a certain residue of letters from my 
friends, and the question always arises for decision— 
Shall I go to bed, or shall I write to my friends? And 
I am ashamed to say—degraded voluptuary that I am 
—that my fallen nature always decides in favour of 
going to bed.” 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 582. 
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The value, as an incentive to parliamentary loyalty, 
of crowds of well-dressed humanity recurrently elbow- 
ing one another from 10 o’clock till midnight in the 
big rooms in Arlington Street or the Foreign Office was 
still insisted on by whips and wire-pullers, though its 
tradition was probably already becoming antiquated. 
But there was no disputing the claims to a social 
welcome of distinguished foreigners on their travels. 
‘“‘ We are in the middle of all the horrors of preparation 
for the Shah: with the Emperor William in the back- 
ground,” wrote Lord Salisbury to Sir Julian Paunce- 
fote, who—the interval prescribed in deprecation of 
American discourtesy having elapsed—had just been 
promoted from the Secretaryship of the Foreign Office 
to the Washington Legation. The tax which the 
Emperor’s visit at Osborne imposed on him did not 
extend beyond an extra and rather prolonged stay 
there, but the Shah’s visit was a more intimate 
burden. Competition with Russia for influence at 
Teheran was keen and, when it was urged by ‘those 
who knew,” that a night’s stay at Hatfield, to be 
followed by a monster garden party in his honour 
would be an effective item in the programme of His 
Majesty’s entertainment, the verdict was ruefully 
acquiesced in. He came on the night of July 8 to 9. 
The customs of western society had not as yet pene- 
trated far into Persia and preparations for the visit 
had to be of an unusual character. The Shah’s retinue 
of all ranks was multitudinous and Lady Salisbury 
filled the bedrooms on two floors of the house, as well 
as those in the Agent’s house nearby, borrowed for the 
occasion, with extemporised oriental furniture for their 
benefit. The labour and expense proved needless, as 
the greater part of the suite insisted upon passing the 
night, curled up in ascending tiers of humanity, upon 
the staircase outside their sovereign’s door. 
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He himself accepted with apparent equanimity the 
social conditions in which he found himself—except 
for one small incident. The Prince and Princess of 
Wales ! were among the guests who had heen asked to 
assist in welcoming him. Lady Salisbury had ordered 
a procession of carriages to take the whole party in due 
state for a morning’s drive through the park. The 
Princess was a few minutes late in coming down to the 
door at the time appointed, and to be kept waiting by 
one of the inferior sex proved to be beyond the Ma- 
hommedan monarch’s capacity for condescension. He 
stepped into the foremost carriage, beckoning impera- 
tively to the Prince and Lord Salisbury to follow him; 
and his gesture of command to the coachman to start 
was so forcible, and the alarm of his followers lest it 
should be disregarded was so evident, that the pro- 
cession had to drive off, leaving Lady Salisbury on 
the doorstep to await the Princess and apologise for 
what was probably a unique experience in Her Royal 
Highness’s life. 


1 Afterwards King Edward VII. and Queen Alexandra. 


CHAPTER VI 
THE PRIME MINISTER'S DEPARTMENT 


1887-1892 [I] 


(1) Legislation (3) House of Lords Reform 
(2) The Electorate (4) Treasury and Tariffs 


(1) LEGISLATION 


For the first four years of this Ministry the atmosphere 
of Home affairs was constrained by Irish politics to 
a continuous sensationalism. In ’87, the parliament- 
ary struggle over the Crimes Act kept the House of 
Commons in stormy session punctuated by “ scenes”’, 
from February to September. It was followed by Mr. 
Balfour’s campaign against disorder in Ireland, whose 
incidents, however trivial in themselves, shone luridly 
in the flames of controversial violence with which they 
were denounced or defended. Treading on the heel 
of these agitations came the charges of personal com- 
plicity with crime brought against the Irish leaders by 
The Times newspaper in the summer of ’88. They 
included, with a mass of duller material culled from 
Nationalist speeches, two or three letters alleged to 
have been written by Mr. Parnell, which would have 
connected him directly with the Phoenix Park murders. 
The long-drawn-out excitement caused by this accusa- 
tion reached its peak of sensation on the day when it 
was disproved before the special Commission which 


had been appointed to investigate The Times charges. 
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In a notable cross-examination, Sir Charles Russell 
extracted a confession of forgery from the adventurer 
who had imposed the letters on The Times, and the 
confession was followed congruously by the flight and 
suicide of the criminal. 

A few short months of comparative placidity super- 
vened, during which, however, by the apotheosis of 
Mr. Parnell on Gladstonian platforms as a rehabili- 
tated saint, fatal preparation was made for the suc- 
ceeding crisis. In the autumn of 1890, divorce-court 
revelations, which, to the outside public, were wholly 
unexpected, hurled the idealised image to the ground, 
and were followed by a final episode which had in 
it something of the poignancy of a Greek tragedy. 
Under impulsion from the leaders of Nonconformity, 
Mr. Gladstone called upon the Irish chief to abdicate ; 
after brief hesitation the majority of his own followers 
in Parliament yielded to Liberal pressure and re- 
inforced the demand. He fiercely refused, and in a 
series of savage meetings in one of the Committee 
rooms of the House of Commons, insisted on the sub- 
mission to which he had become accustomed. When 
it failed him, he passed over to Ireland and there 
embarked upon a pilgrimage of passion, reckless in its 
self-destructive violence, which ended only with his 
death ten months later. 

The atmosphere induced by these successive appeais 
to militant emotion, with the flow of denunciatory 
oratory which they inspired on either side, was de- 
terrent to interest in the prosaic work of legislation. 
This was fortunate for Ministers, since a separate and 
coincident activity of the Home Rule party made 
legislation almost impossible. The Irishmen’s un- 
rivalled gift for parliamentary obstruction, supported 
for the first time by the whole strength of the official 
Opposition, and acting against the loose cohesion of 
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a coalition majority, proved practically invincible. 
During the four years which preceded the O’Shea 
divorce case,! though every Queen’s Speech was duly 
furnished with legislative intentions, only one British 
measure of importance—the Act of 1888 establishing 
County Councils—succeeded in reaching the Statute 
Book. There was a measure for transferring the 
liability for Tithe from tenants to landlords, made 
urgent by a persistent strike of Welsh Nonconformist 
farmers against its payment, which the Government 
introduced and vainly pressed through four successive 
sessions, and which was only finally passed into law 
in ’91 as a sequence of the Parnellite collapse. The 
proposal for Free—or “‘ Assisted ’”—Education, which 
had been prominent in the Tory programme for six 
years, had to wait for the same occasion of relief to 
materialise, and the strain of getting even the necessary 
financial business through the House was believed to 
have shortened the life of its devoted leader, Mr. W. H. 
Smith. 

It was a parliamentary paralysis, humiliating to 
Ministers and exasperating to them as practical legis- 
lators. But from a party point of view they had no 
reason to complain. The Opposition tactics prevented 
questions upon which at that stage it might have been 
difficult to induce Liberal Unionists and Conservatives 
to vote together from being ever brought to the test 
of a division, while the perpetual harping upon Irish 
grievances concentrated attention exclusively upon 
the one subject on which their co-operation was certain. 
The solidarity of the Unionist alliance was notably 
advanced and, during this period, valuable elements 
in the Liberal party achieved an enduring habit of 
alienation from it. | 

Incidentally, the anticipated liberalising of Tory 


1 The case in which Mr. Parnell was co-respondent. 
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legislation under the pressure of these allies had little 
opportunity for its display. The only two English 
measures of first importance which got through the 
barrier of obstruction had been accepted by the Tory 
chief long before the Unionist alliance was dreamt of. 
County Councils may owe some details in their con- 
stitution to the special parliamentary conditions under 
which they were created. In the earlier discussions 
in Cabinet a plan had been ventilated for soften- 
ing the deposition of Quarter-Sessions from county 
government. It had been proposed to make the 
owners of land share with the occupiers in the pay- 
ment of rates, and thus justify a separate representa- 
tion for them on the new Councils. It is doubtful 
whether further discussion would have shown this 
expedient to be practicable; but in any case, it was 
renounced, and before the session of ’88 opened, Lord 
Salisbury addressed a deprecatory appeal to his right 
wing : 


‘“* There is always a tendency in mankind to desire 
to eat their cake and have it. But it is a desire which 
events uniformly frustrate. ... If, for the sake of 
an object transcending all others in importance, you 
are maintaining a Government in power on the support 
of what is not a coalition but is an alliance, you must 
not wonder if, to a certain extent, the colour of the 
convictions of the Unionist Liberals joins with the 
colour of the convictions of the Conservative party in 
determining the hue of the measures that are presented 
to Parliament.” (Liverpool, January 12, 1888.) 


The introduction of the Bill found him nervous 
as to the country gentlemen’s attitude : 
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To Lord Granby, April 1, 1888. 


“©... 1 am curious to know how the squires 
are taking Ritchie’s Bill. What I read in some Tory 
papers does not ring true to my ear. It looks more 
like what a cockney sympathiser would imagine a 
squire ought to feel than the expression of an actual 
squire’s feeling. I am afraid that the squires are 
feeling nothing at all about it just at present, and that 
very few of them will be conscious of any feeling on 
the subject at all for the next two or three months ; 
and then a sense of their unutterable wrongs will 
suddenly burst upon them, to our great embarrassment. 
I have received nothing to give me any clue to their 
feelings.” 


But these anxieties were purely vicarious. A 
speech made ten days later is illuminating as to his 
own spontaneous attitude towards the Bill. He 
derided the exaggerated language which was being 
used about it. ‘It has been called revolutionary : 
it is said that it dethrones the squirearchy, that it 
deposes the feudal classes from the position which 
they have held for centuries.” As contrasted with 
these grand phrases, he pointed to the simple fact 
that, through a series of Acts of Parliament covering 
a long period of years, Parliament had already trans- 
ferred nearly all the powers of the magistracy to the 
central government: ‘To say you have dethroned 
the squirearchy when they have in fact no throne left 
to sit upon is hard upon the squirearchy. . . . The 
only bit of genuine independent power which the 
magistrates still retain is the liberty of repairing 
county bridges or not, as they like.” Preparation 
was made in this Bill, it was true, for the future endow- 

1 The Rt. Hon. C. T. Ritchie, 18388-1906. As President of the Local 


Government Board, 1886-1892, he was in charge of the Bill. Created a peer 
as Lord Ritchie, 1905. 
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ment of the new Councils with manifold authority— 
but it would be at the expense of London officials 
and not of county magistrates. (Carnarvon, April 11, 
1888.) 

This juxtaposition of “‘ grand phrases ”’ and “‘ simple 
facts” sufficiently accounts for the equanimity with 
which the speaker had from the outset accepted the 
change involved in this far-reaching measure of local 
self-government. The tradition which it destroyed 
had become merely a sentimental one, and with such 
his sympathies were always of the slightest. Very 
different was his tone as towards another much less 
important piece of legislation to which the Unionist 
alliance had compelled him in the summer of 1887. 

One or two Irish landlords, among whom Lord 
Clanricarde attained a proverbial notoriety, em- 
bittered at the way in which Parliament had treated 
them, appeared intent upon adding to the already 
sufficient difficulty of maintaining order in Ireland 
by taking every opportunity that offered for the 
forcible eviction of their tenants. Certain small 
classes of holdings which were not protected under 
Mr. Gladstone’s Land Act of ’81, presented possi- 
bilities in this direction, and, appealed to by the Dublin 
Executive, Lord Salisbury consented that his Govern- 
ment should meet the emergency by an extension of 
that Act’s pernicious principles to cover these excep- 
tions. ‘‘ The Irish Land Bill”, he wrote to Sir 
Michael Hicks-Beach on July 3, when the Bill had just 
passed through the House of Lords, “ has been pain 
and grief to me, though I admit its necessity.” 

But, a few days later, when it reached the Com- 
mons, a more objectionable sacrifice of principle was 
demanded. There had been a fall of prices since the 
passing of the ’81 Act and tenants were failing to pay 
even the rents which had been fixed for them at their 
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own demand by the new Land Courts. It was urged 
that, under certain conditions, these judicial decisions 
should be reopened and the rents reduced still further. 
Statutory finality had been the one return offered in 
’81 for the destruction of all freedom of contract and 
management, and Lord Salisbury, when first applied 
to, refused to look at this proposal. But the mental 
vision of Lord Clanricarde’s evictions, carried out under 
the protecting bayonets of English soldiers, obscured 
all sense of economic principle among his followers. 
The Chamberlain group insisted on concession ; Lord 
Randolph Churchill supported them; and, most 
ominous of all, so did the loyalists of Ulster. The 
Commons’ Ministers declared themselves beaten, and 
their chief had to give way. He surrendered with 
characteristic outspokenness. He called a meeting 
of his followers at the Carlton Club, to which reporters 
were admitted, and having reasserted his objections 
to the provision demanded, told them that he must 
nevertheless advise its concession as the only course 
which would keep the Unionist party together (July 
19, 1887). ‘‘ It is the price which we have to pay for 
the Union and it is a heavy one’’, was his growling 
comment at home. 

There is no record of further crises of difference 
on any similar issue. The Prime Minister’s views on 
economic justice and the sanctity of contracts appear 
thenceforward to have been accepted as an immovable 
limitation by allies as well as by followers. As re- 
garded the Cabinet, after Lord Randolph’s departure, 
its friendly intimacy was troubled by no divergences 
of principle. The only ripples which disturbed its 
even surface were due, directly or indirectly, to the 
parliamentary difficulties created by that tyranny of 
obstruction which has been spoken of. These bore 
an inevitably different aspect to the men struggling 
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with them on the spot in the desperate effort to get 
necessary business through, and to their chief, able, 
from the serene detachment of the Upper Chamber, to 
contemplate the questions at issue on their merits 
alone. Sometimes obstinate resistance would be 
bought off at the last moment by bargains effected 
across the floor of the House which traversed decisions 
already come to in Cabinet, and the Prime Minister 
would remonstrate in vigorously worded messages. 
In the summer of 1891, Mr. Goschen demurred to the 
asperity of some such criticism on a minor concession 
connected with the time-table of the Education Bill 
and Lord Salisbury admitted that he had perhaps been 
too emphatic in his remarks. Analysing the impulse 
which had moved him, he confessed to an abiding 
sense of irritation induced by previous experiences. 


To Mr. Goschen, June 7, 1891. 


“*, . . It has seemed to me several times that the 
Cabinet does not quite get fair play from the leaders 
of the Government in the House of Commons, and this 
was a case in point. The course on which the Cabinet 
resolved is sometimes, as in this case, manifestly 
departed from, or else things are done or promised 
which in effect lead up to the same result. The 
practice is hardly fair on the rest of the Cabinet, and I 
always protest against it when I can. Of course it 1s 
done in perfect good faith, on the plea—the sincere 
plea—that it is necessary to defer to the opinion of the 
House of Commons. Of course, it 1s necessary—it 1s 
a truism to say so; if by House of Commons you mean 
the votes of a majority. But I think resolutions which 
have been approved in Cabinet are often modified in 
the House of Commons on account of ‘ the feeling of 
the House ’, which means, not the votes of a majority, 
but the outcry of a small number who are generally 
almost entirely your opponents... . 
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‘“‘ Defer to the will of the majority of the House as 
much as you please—we must all do that. But it is 
humiliating to be pushed aside on account of ‘ strong 
pressure ’ from Harcourt, Fowler and Trevelyan.* 

‘* The occasion on which I felt this supersession the 
most acutely was on the occasion of the Royal Grants 
—hbut it has happened several times. 

‘“*T am afraid that under Dyke’s ? guidance we are 
allowing the same fallacy to conduct us into an ampasse. 
He is penetrated with the fallacy through and through. 
He is not thinking of the ultimate effect of the measure, 
or of his chances of obtaining a majority—but of what 
the people on the other side will say—which is a matter 
of no importance whatever. . . .” 


The question of Royal Grants, which is here spoken 
of, refers to a settlement of permanent provision for the 
Queen’s grandchildren which had been effected with 
the House of Commons in the session of 1889. Mr. 
Gladstone had declared that the scheme as presented 
by the Cabinet was impossible of acceptance, and, to 
secure his support in debate and division, the Commons’ 
leaders had agreed to modifications which Lord Salis- 
bury, recalling the engagements entered into by 
Parliament at the time of the Queen’s Accession, 
characterised, curtly, as “a robbery ” of the Crown. 
A passage in a letter to the Queen, written after the 
incident was closed, hardly suggests the annoyance 
which two years later was still remembered as ‘‘ acute.” 
He was always watchful to shield his colleagues from 
her criticism, and the words should probably be taken 
as representative rather of his reasoned self-persuasion 
than of his spontaneous sentiments. 


1 Sir William Harcourt, Mr. Henry Fowler, afterwards Lord Wolver- 
hampton, and Sir George Trevelyan—Mr. Gladstone’s lieutenants on the 
front Opposition bench. 

* Sir William Hart Dyke. As Vice-President of the Council, he was in 
charge of the Free Education Bill. 
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To the Queen, September 8, 1889. 


“About the Royal Grants Lord Salisbury has 
great difficulty in speaking. The natural impulse is 
to think that if he had been in the House of Commons 
that he could have procured a better result ; but it is 
very difficult for an outsider to judge, and the Scottish 
proverb, * Maids’ bairns are aye weel guided,’ has an 
application in this case. It is probable that no one 
who has not been a leader of the House of Commons 
can realise the difficulties of the position. . . .” 


These reactions of a composite majority to the 
disintegrating influence of an implacable Opposition 
culminated in the session of 1890. It was one of those 
sessions, familiar to the experience of most Govern- 
ments, when all fortuitous circumstance seemed to 
combine for the despair of Ministers. Mr. Smith’s 
health was failing; the introduction of an Irish Land 
Purchase Bill, which it would have been difficult to 
oppose directly, had spurred the ingenuity of Irish 
members to an increasingly voluble interest in all other 
departments of parliamentary business; three years’ 
recurrent contemplation of the Tithes Bill had im- 
pressed county members with a growing sense of its 
distasteful qualities; while some eminently reason- 
able licensing clauses which Mr. Goschen had tacked 
on to his Budget had roused Temperance fanatics to a 
supreme exertion of their genius for organised postal 
intimidation. The Unionist party was still suffering 
from the depression which had followed The Times 
fiasco ; bye-elections were “‘ going wrong,” and mem- 
bers saw themselves doomed to weeks of helpless sub- 
mergence beneath the flow of Irish eloquence for the 
sake of measures which they rather disliked than not, 
and the support of which—so every post assured them 
—would entail their individual defeat at the polls. 
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On the top of these things came an open quarrel be- 
tween Mr. Matthews, the Home Secretary, and an 
insubordinate Chief Commissioner, accompanied by 
manifestations of imminent mutiny in the Metro- 
politan Police Force. By June the party was in 
almost open revolt—objurgating in the lobbies, 
threatening the Whips with abstention from the 
divisions, and successively invoking the doom of Jonah 
upon whichever of their leaders happened, at the 
moment, to be most prominently associated with their 
troubles. 

The Prime Minister was summoned to the rescue of 
his indignant colleagues. On June 12 the party met 
under his presidency at the Carlton Club and, either by 
means of reasoned exhortations or the moral appeal of 
his authority, he appears to have induced reconcilia- 
tion. One of his recurrent notes of excuse to his 
pertinacious lady correspondent for his neglect in 
replying to her letters is dated three days after this 
meeting. His Foreign Office work this summer had 
been among the heaviest and most important of this 
Ministry-—including the culminating stages of his 
African negotiations and the avoidance of an acute 
crisis between America and the Dominion of Canada. 


To the Duchess of Rutland, June 15, 1890. 


. . . My week has been a singularly hard one, 
which must be my apology—as perhaps the Duke may 
have told you. We have had two very important 
foreign negotiations in hand—a revolt of the party at 
home,—a threatened mutiny in the police,—three 
colleagues talking of resigning *—in short, a peck of 

1 See Chapters X. and XII. 

2 Lord Hartington, in appealing to Liberal Unionist malcontents on this 
same occasion, told them that Mr. Goschen and Mr. Ritchie had threatened to 


resign if the Licensing clauses were given up. (See Life of Lord Goschen, 
vol. ii. p. 167.) 


The third of the aggrieved Ministers was probably Mr, Matthews, who had 
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troubles—and, on the top of it, a Foreign Office party 
and a dinner at the Trinity House. ‘ Pity the sorrows 
of a poor old man ’—whose trembling limbs have got 
down to Hatfield with difficulty.” 


The insurrection on the Unionist back benches was 
pacified, but, as regarded the business of the session, 
the disaster proved irretrievable. On July 5, the 
Cabinet, at the unanimous insistence of its Commons 
members, decided to abandon all that remained of 
its legislative programme. Lord Salisbury told the 
Queen that he had resisted the “‘ discredit ’’ which this 
decision must bring upon the Government “to the 
utmost of his power.’ He was particularly afflicted 
by the withdrawal of the Tithes Bill, to whose passage 
this year, after the repeated disasters which had beset 
it, he had personally pledged his faith to the Church 
authorities. He spoke to her of dissolution as being 
the only correct constitutional issue from such a 
difference between chief and colleagues, and the whole 
letter in its note of irritable gloom, reads like an out- 
burst of overstrained nerves [July 5].1_ As such the 
Queen evidently regarded it. She replied with tactful 
femininity—sympathising with his vexation, ad- 
mitting the humiliating failure, but suggesting that 
the decision come to might perhaps prove the wisest 
in the end. The week before she had urged that he 
should have more assistance: “‘He worked too 
hard.” 

It is noteworthy that in his contemporaneous 
occupation with the affairs of his own department, no 
signs of this oppression appear. Only five days 
after the date of this letter he was expounding the 


been the central target of public denunciation. Lord Salisbury was indignant 
with Mr. Munro, the Chief Commissioner, for working against his superior, 
called for his resignation and refused to give up the Home Secretary. 

1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 618. 
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Anglo-German Convention to the House of Lords in 
a speech—made as usual without notes—which was 
among the most brilliant of his oratorical efforts in its 
lucid synthesis of complicated detail and the gay detach- 
ment or meditative philosophy of its passing comments. 
As soon as he got back to the large conceptions and 
free expansion of effort which world politics meant for 
him, he seems to have been able to clear not only his 
thoughts but his nervous reactions from the worrying 
pettinesses of parliamentary Premiership. 

The Queen’s plea proved justified. A dawn of 
incongruous origin followed quickly upon the gloom 
of this summer’s failure. The opening of the new 
session in November synchronised with the trial of 
Captain O’Shea’s petition in divorce, and in a few 
days the Irish benches were vacated while their normal 
occupants raged elsewhere in passionate conflict round 
their leader. No more was heard, it is true, of Mr. 
Goschen’s Licensing clauses ; but the Tithes and Land 
Purchase Bills were reintroduced and ran through 
their successive stages with bewildering rapidity. 

In the course of the next session, of 1891, the Free 
Education Bill was passed through Parliament under 
the same favourable auspices. It was looked at 
askance by some of the older Tories and the more 
rigidly individualist Liberals—of whom Mr. Goschen 
was one—but Lord Salisbury never appears to have 
shared in their hesitations. The danger of over- 
burdening the public finances which constituted to 
him the immovable limit of social expenditure, was 
not apparent on this occasion. Taxation was not 
heavy and the Exchequer was so well filled that Mr. 
Goschen was able to find the necessary funds out of 
surplus revenue. Two millions were required for fee 
grants to replace the existing average of threepence a 
week charged as school fees for each child. In 1885, 


FREE EDUCATION 157 


Lord Salisbury had argued his approval of the proposal 
as a matter of justice and in 1889 he restated that 
argument in detail in a letter to Lord Cranbrook, who 
had demurred to a renewed pledge which he had given 
on the subject at Nottingham on November 26. 


To Lord Cranbrook, December 10, 1889. 


‘ There was nothing new in my speech at Notting- 
ham. I said the same thing with the full assent of the 
Cabinet of the day at Newport in October, 1885. 

“The amount of assistance we should give is of 
course a question of degree and depends on our 
resources. But, since the compulsory law of 1876, I 
hold that the poor have suffered a great grievance. 
The duty of sending your children to school is not a 
natural duty like that of feeding them—it is an arti- 
ficial duty invented within the last sixty years. If 
we choose to impose it upon the poor we are bound to 
help them to bear it. At present, a parent living in a 
threepenny school parish (which is the average) and 
having three children of school age, pays 30s. a year 
on an income of about £60—an income-tax of sixpence 
in the pound over and above what his neighbours have 
to pay. Of course, the extent of assistance given 
must, as you say, depend upon the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer’s balance. I think it ought to be strictly 
limited to those who are liable to compulsion, namely, 
those who have not passed standard four ; and it must 
be extended to denominational schools as much as to 
any others. I should like to see it connected in some 
form with the proficiency of the child—but I do not 
know whether that can be done.”’ 


A recognition of the use which might be made of 
the change to injure denominational schools had, in fact, 
by now transformed his earlier tolerant acceptance into 
an active pressure for its enactment. In this autumn 
of ’89 he was writing to urge its immediate introduc- 
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tion upon Mr. Smith. In the general discussion of the 
subject which had been going on since the elections of 
°85, the champions of Nonconformity had entered the 
lists with militant protests against any further grant of 
public money to the voluntary schools. If the Bill 
were left over for a Liberal Government to pass, it was 
certain that the fee grant would be made conditional 
upon the abandonment of “sectarian” teaching. At 
a Carlton Club meeting in March 1890, Lord Salisbury 
pressed this danger upon the reluctant right wing of 
his party: ‘If you choose to deal with ‘ assisted ’ 
education yourselves, you may put the voluntary 
schools into a position from which no future hostile 
majority can dislodge them ; if you choose to pass the 
question by, you may be pronouncing their doom” 
(March 20, 1890). 

As was thus anticipated, the Liberal attack upon 
the Bill in the House of Commons was concentrated 
exclusively upon this point. A series of amendments 
were moved to secure the restriction of the fee grant to 
schools under public control. The Government had no 
difficulty in defeating them as it had the full support 
of Mr. Chamberlain; the Radical Unionist leader 
declaring that, to secure the passage of a Free Educa- 
tion Bill, he would unhesitatingly suspend his life- 
long adherence to one of the most cherished articles 
of the Nonconformist creed. Still, it was irritating 
for Ministers whose only parliamentary difficulty had 
been incurred by their championship of voluntary 
schools to find that the loudest critics of their measure 
in the country were certain managers of Church and 
Wesleyan schools in some of the large northern towns. 
They were keen educationalists who, by charging high 
fees, had been able to provide an education for children 
of the skilled artisan and small tradesman class which 
was definitely superior to that given in the Board 


PROTESTS OF EDUCATIONALISTS 159 


Schools. These scholastic enthusiasts believed—with 
justification—that the Bill must ultimately be the 
ruin of their cherished enterprises and they, not un- 
naturally, cried out. But they got no sympathy from 
the Prime Minister. 


To Mr. Smith, October 27, 1890. 


“Many thanks for Rigg’s 1 memorandum which I 
return. He is very angry and his anger may mean the 
loss of some Wesleyan clerical votes. But that pro- 
spect would not justify us in leaving the matter to be 
dealt with by our opponents, and even electorally, the 
agricultural labourers are worth more than the Wes- 
leyan clericals. 

** The Bishop of Exeter’s * twaddle about parental 
responsibility is too foolish. Does he ever object to a 
young man getting an exhibition at the University, 
because it will lessen his father’s sense of parental 
responsibility ? ”’ 


While the Bill was passing through Parliament 
Lord Harrowby wrote to him in connection with some 
minor amendments which it was desirable to introduce 
from the point of view of the Church schools as a whole: 


To Lord Harrowby, July 9, 1891. 


‘** We are badly assisted by those who want our 
help. The agitation and outcry has been left to one 
scanty though very stentorian section—namely, the 
clergymen in towns who, with little aid from subscrip- 
tions, have by dint of high fees and high teaching, 
pushed their schools to a condition scholastically of 
considerable excellence. These men will suffer, but 
they will suffer not in consequence of their denom1- 


1 The Rev. J. H. Rigg, D.D., a distinguished Wesleyan scholar and educa- 
tionalist. Principal of Westminster Training College. 

2 The Rt. Rev. E. H. Bickersteth—nominated to the diocese of Exeter by 
Mr. Gladstone in 1885. 
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national teaching, which could be done cheaply, but of 
their ultra-education, which requires money; and I 
don’t feel that the denominational cause is seriously 
affected, whether they sink or swim. In appealing to 
the forces of religious education, they are hardly 
candid; they are culture-people, and little else; the 
religious education stands in the second rank. 

“‘ T am very much afraid that the noise these people 
are making prevents us from hearing the more modest 
complaints of the managers we really wish to help.” 


(2) THe ELECTORATE 


The disabilities of a peer Prime Minister were 
patent when it came to the parliamentary shaping of 
rough hewn Cabinet decisions or the modifying of 
House of Commons time tables. That they must also 
entail ignorance of the “ mind of the electorate ’’ was 
an axiom frequently assumed but which experience 
did not corroborate. Taken as a whole—though he 
made some mistakes—Lord Salisbury’s predictions 
as to what would or would not prove popular among 
his supporters in the country were generally borne out 
by the event. It might be argued, indeed, that the 
compelled absorption of Commons’ Ministers in the 
immediate task of getting their measures through the 
House is actually deleterious to the larger outlook 
required for diagnosing democratic opinion. The 
600 odd members of Parliament represent in rough 
proportion the country’s views on certain large ques- 
tions of policy, but, on specific issues, the images they 
transmit to their respective leaders are confused to 
the point of falsification by the interaction of the 
innumerable cross-currents—local, sectional, and in- 
dividual—which constitute the problem of House of 
Commons ‘‘ management ’’. 

His exclusion from this complex atmosphere left 
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Lord Salisbury free to concentrate all his faculties, 
whether of comprehension or leadership, directly upon 
the constituencies. Besides the big speech and a 
bunch of minor addresses to clubs or workers’ associa- 
tions, his “ stumping” visits to great towns would 
include divers opportunities for intercourse with local 
leaders. The purpose of observation or guidance was 
further forwarded at the two great annual functions 
of the National Union and Primrose League, as well 
as in speeches delivered on sporadic occasions in 
London and its neighbourhood, and to—nominally— 
non-party audiences at City Banquets. Though meet- 
ings were frequently held at the Carlton as a means 
of keeping his Commons supporters in touch with 
him, neither they nor the massed social functions in 
Arlington Street and at the Foreign Office could replace 
the intimacy of daily intercourse between front and 
back benches in the precincts of the House itself. In 
his case, the perennial complaint of parliamentary 
followers that their chiefs are “ inaccessible ”’ had un- 
doubted justification. But in the constituencies it 
was otherwise. There his personality was familiar 
and vividly realised, and it must be reckoned as one 
of his party’s most solid assets during the long period 
of electoral success which synchronised with his 
leadership. 

Only at the City functions did the work of his own 
department fill any prominent place in his speeches. 
Those spoken at the Guildhall were a thing apart. 
Though they contained several passages intended for 
the guidance of opinion at home, they were for the 
most part addressed consciously to a wider audience. 
Indeed, they acquired at this time something of 
the quality of a diplomatic instrument. Continental 
papers hailed their telegraphed reports as a political 
event calling for immediate discussion and foreign 
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statesmen, in confidential despatches, commented 
upon their utterances or deduced conclusions from 
their silences. Foreign politics were also usually 
touched upon in his less formal speeches at the Mansion 
House sessional banquets, and they constituted from 
time to time the subject of official statements in the 
House of Lords. But, among the 60 or 70 platform 
speeches which he made during the six years’ course 
of this Parliament, there were certainly not six in 
which more than a passing allusion to them appeared. 
“Tt is a subject about which we must all think a 
great deal and speak very little,’’ was his repressive 
response on one occasion to the interruptions of an 
enthusiastic audience, anxious for the opportunity 
of cheering some recent diplomatic achievement. 

This reticence, which was a perpetual source of 
grievance to the wire-pullers of his party, was partly 
due to a deliberate resolve not to allow the fruits of 
his diplomacy to be imperilled by unwary popular 
comment. A morning scene in Arlington Street is 
recalled. The conclusion of some settlement, upon 
which he had in fact prided himself for the balance 
of advantage which it secured for England, had been 
communicated to the press and, on entering the break- 
fast room he was greeted, rather exultantly, with the 
information that “the papers were full of it.” He 
snatched at once at a copy of a friendly newspaper, 
exclaiming anxiously, ‘“‘I hope to goodness there’s 
no trumpeting! I have done my best to prevent it.’’ 
That was not the spirit in which the subject could be 
usefully dealt with at meetings organised for the 
purpose of stimulating the party zeal of working-class 
supporters. But it is impossible not to regret that 
he did not find opportunity for a larger number of the 
more generalising and philosophic type of utterance 
to which the rare examples referred to belong. He 
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probably shrank from the effort; the penalty of 
ubiquitous international criticism under which all his 
views on foreign affairs were published added materi- 
ally to the strain of giving them expression. 

There were speeches dealing with current legislative 
and fiscal topics from which quotations are made in 
this chapter. Occasional disquisitions on wider issues 
of political principle followed lines which he had 
already made familiar—presenting the ideals of class 
unity, economic justice, and individual liberty as the 
bases of national well-being. A Primrose League 
audience was warned to be watchful against the spirit 
of tyranny that was abroad, draped too often in the 
disguise of an angel of light : ‘‘ It may wear the appear- 
ance of some religious movement or pretend to the 
authority of some great moral effort. But underneath 
that cloak there is concealed that steady enemy of 
human liberty—the desire of men, wherever they may 
grasp a bit of power, to force others to conform their 
ideas to their own”’ (May 21, 1889). He spoke, and 
with strong sympathy, of the movement already in 
being for securing an eight hours’ working day: “I 
know very well by my own experience that, if you 
work more than a certain time in a day, you may add 
to your own discomfort but you add nothing to the 
value of the work which you do.’’ He should be very 
glad to see that truth more widely appreciated by 
employers as well as by workmen: “ But from that 
position to an Act of Parliament telling a man that if 
he wishes to work ten hours a day he should not do so, 
is a difference as far as from the North Pole to the 
South” (Nottingham, November 26, 1889). 

At this same meeting he dwelt at length on the 
perennial housing problem ; on its vital importance— 
recalling, in parenthesis, the story of his own attempted 
raid upon the prison sites in 1885—and protested 
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with serious earnestness against the hamper which 
Liberal speakers introduced into its solution by making 
it a perpetual stalking-horse for provocative attacks 
upon owners of property: ‘‘ We shall only arrive at 
a healthy and permanent result if we can carry all 
classes together.” He set an example of sweet reason- 
ableness in this connection by declaring that he should 
have no objection to the rating of property on its 
capital instead of its occupational value if the prin- 
ciple were fully carried out and the burdens on land 
brought honestly into account. But the one essential 
condition for promoting that larger investment of 
capital in house-building which promised the only 
satisfying issue from scarcity was a “‘ scrupulous respect 
for existing contracts.” 

‘“‘ All kinds of depredations are pleasant at the 
moment; you get all you want and nobody is much 
hurt except the man who is robbed—and he, of 
course, doesn’t matter. But depredation becomes 
unpleasant when you come to want the assistance of 
the person robbed and find that you are unable to 
obtain it, and that you have lost ten times more by 
losing your character for legislative honour than you 
could possibly secure out of your ill-gotten gains.” 
On confidence the whole fabric of our civilisation was 
built: ‘‘ Tamper with it and your prosperity will 
melt away ; you will be left to such support as can be 
obtained from the efforts of the hour and lose all the 
advantages that you have gained from the combined 
efforts of a great society. ... If I were asked to 
define Conservative policy, I should say that it was 
the upholding of confidence ”’ (November 26, 1889). 

But the subject which occupied the greater part of 
his platform oratory—as it did that of all his contem- 
poraries—was the Irish controversy in its least fruitful 
aspects. An unceasing flow of happenings, of no 
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heroic proportion, incidental to Mr. Balfour’s vindica- 
tion of law and order—boycotting outrages, suspended 
newspapers, threats of assassination, proclaimed meet- 
ings, assaults on policemen, Members of Parliament 
sent to prison—provided an unlimited supply of 
retaliatory ammunition for oratorical warfare. The 
protagonists in this prolonged battle of the platforms 
—Gladstone, Harcourt, and Morley—Salisbury, Bal- 
four, Goschen, and Chamberlain—were notable for 
the vigour of their denunciatory dialectic. Each 
speech met a challenge of the week before and became 
itself the challenge to a retort in the week that followed : 
the clash of sword upon shield never ceased in the 
land throughout the months of each recurrent recess. 
The content is unreadable now; but audiences, to be 
numbered by thousands on both sides, acclaimed it 
throughout those years with unflagging enthusiasm. 
One surmises that they were moved more by the joy 
of applauding thrust and parry in the hands of these 
masters of swordsmanship than by interest in the 
monotonous minutiz of the matters in dispute. 

A contributory cause of the predominance of this 
gladiatorial element in the Irish controversy was the 
staleness which had overtaken its more solid constitu- 
tional arguments. One new feature had been intro- 
duced by the decisive verdict for the maintenance of 
the Union which the country had given in the recent 
elections. The certainty of its early reversal was natur- 
ally insisted on by Opposition speakers and their 
forecasts roused Lord Salisbury to replies inspired by 
the wider Imperial outlook to which his thought easily 
returned. 


‘ T entreat you to give the lie to those who say that 
there can be no consistency of purpose, no tenacity of 
resolution in a democratic Government. No Govern- 
ment can succeed, no Government can last, I do not 
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care by what theories it is sustained, unless it shows 
that it can govern. . . . You are now on your trial to 
see whether you have that tenacity and resolution. 
If you have it not, you will be announcing to the world 
that the qualities by which your Empire has been built 
up are no longer there to maintain it, and that it is at 
the mercy of the first accident that will throw it 
down.” (Liverpool, January 12, 1888.) 


A year later he retorted in a similar fashion upon 
a contention of Lord Rosebery’s that the inevitable 
instability of the electorate must make the final 
success of a “‘ resolute ’’ policy in Ireland impossible. 
If that were indeed the condition to which Englishmen 
had sunk, Lord Salisbury replied, it would not be only 
Ireland that they would lose: “‘ Directly it is known 
that we yield to resistance, not because we believe it 
to be right, but because we are too feeble, too changeful 
and too uncertain to fight against it, in that day the 
knell of our Empire is sounded” (Bristol, April 23, 
1889). 


(3) Housr oF Lorps REFORM 


On March 19, 1888, Lord Rosebery in the House of 
Lords, moved the appointment of a Committee to 
enquire into and report on the question of its reform. 
His objection to its present constitution rested partly 
on its unmitigated Toryism and the presence of certain 
notoriously bad characters among its members, but 
also—more fundamentally—upon the indifference to 
their political opportunities and duties which the large 
majority of peers displayed. His proposals for the 
amendment of these defects were only vaguely adum- 
brated but, generally speaking, he favoured a large 
substitution of the elective for the hereditary principle. 

Lord Salisbury in reply was in a critical mood. 
He protested against the haziness of Lord Rosebery’s 
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positive suggestions: it was of no use, he declared, 
to throw shadowy ideas of this kind before a Committee 
of Enquiry, trusting to Providence that something 
tangible would emerge from them. The Toryism of 
the House was a quite modern phenomenon; it had 
come into existence with Mr. Gladstone’s pre-eminence 
in politics, and—he added, with a reckless audacity 
of prediction—would probably vanish when he left 
the scene. The Government were prepared to intro- 
duce proposals for the periodic creation of a limited 
number of life-peers and for the elimination—if it were 
possible, which he doubted—of occasional black sheep. 
A measure to that effect was, in fact, introduced that 
summer and shared the fate of most of the minor 
Government legislation of the period in failing to 
achieve enactment. But on the larger issue of trans- 
forming the House of Lords from a hereditary to an 
elective body, he was definitely hostile. He founded 
his opposition not on any reverence for hereditary 
rank as such, or even for historical tradition, but on 
the very ground which Lord Rosebery had adduced in 
support of a change. Without expressing approval 
of our existing system of Government, he declared 
that, being what it was, its only chance of successful 
working was with a second Chamber based on the 
hereditary principle—that is, composed of members 
who had not themselves selected the profession of 
politics, but had come to it by the operation of external 
causes : 


‘“‘Tf you should set up another Chamber, with all 
the titles to power, according to existing ideas, that an 
elective foundation would give, and consisting of men 
who had taken to politics because it was the profession 
they preferred and to political subjects because they 
were those in which they took deepest interest,—do 
you suppose . . . that they would tolerate the posi- 
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tion which this House occupies now with respect to 
the House of Commons? Would they consent to 
be excluded from ‘the consideration of all financial 
measures in respect both of taxation and expenditure ? 
Would they tolerate the House of Commons mono- 
polising the choice of Ministers of the Crown? Would 
they not insist on sharing equally all the powers of the 
House of Commons? They would have the power to 
do so; and they would exercise that power just as the 
House of Commons did in its earliest days. They 
would decline to co-operate with the House of Com- 
mons unless what they considered their fair claims to 
a fair share of power were satisfied. 

You do not have that difficulty now. You have 
a body of men who have other interests, other thoughts. 
Only a small fraction of us are devoted politicians. 
We are over-ruled,—I have been constantly over- 
ruled—by the—what shall I say—the less zealous, 
less intense feeling of those who constitute the majority 
of the House.” (Hansard, March 19, 1888.) 


It was in fact an apotheosis of the ‘“‘ backwoods- 
man” as an integral element in the constitution. He 
admitted that he himself might have complained at 
times at certain manifestations of this temper, but he 
affirmed his belief that, taken as a whole, it was 
essential to the smooth transaction of the country’s 
business so long as the power and position of the House 
of Commons remained what they now were. ‘“ De- 
pend upon it, if you ever. succeed in so altering the 
character of this House that it consists entirely of 
determined politicians who always attend all the 
debates and attach the same weight and importance to 
their own opinions as do those who sit in the House 
of Commons, you will have pronounced the doom of 
our present system of government.” 

There was a certain piquancy in the apparent 
contrast between this line of argument and the defiance 
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which the speaker had so often launched against the 
House of Commons—and was destined to launch 
again—when urging the peers to the rejection of its 
decisions, and Lord Granville, who followed him in 
debate, did not fail to point it out. But the two 
appreciations of constitutional requirements were 
really complementary. It was the supremacy of 
exclusive control which the House of Commons 
wielded in the Executive and financial departments— 
a supremacy peculiar to the British among all other 
two-Chamber constitutions—which required for the 
normal work of legislative administration a certain 
languor of detachment in its partner ; it was the same 
supremacy which, if democratic stability were to be 
preserved, made imperative the residuary power of 
the Lords to compel an appeal to the country. 

Lord Salisbury’s assertion of this power as a 
necessary counter-weight in legislation, apart from 
the conditions of any immediate controversy, is ex- 
pressed briefly in a correspondence with the Queen 
which took place towards the close of the elections 
in 1892. She had imparted to him a communication 
which she had received from Mr. Gladstone deprecat- 
ing generally House of Lords’ opposition to the majority 
in the lower House. Lord Salisbury, in reply, reaffirmed 
the Peers’ privilege of appeal to the constituencies 
and maintained their duty to exercise it—even 
though in doing so, as he said, they might occasionally 
frustrate Mr. Gladstone’s intentions. 


‘The object of their existence is to be a check 
upon hasty legislation, and the action of a check is 
necessarily displeasing to the persons checked. Of 
course, this would not justify them in setting them- 
selves against the clear and deliberate judgment of 
the country: but this mistake they have never com- 
mitted.” (July 18, 1892.) 
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As regarded the vexed question of what should be 
the qualifications for admission to the House of Lords, 
Lord Salisbury would affirm that it was manifestly 
good public policy to include among them gifts of 
large sums for national or philanthropic purposes. 
There is no record of a similar recognition of generosity 
for party purposes having ever been suggested to him. 
But one rule of universal application, upon which he 
insisted, would certainly have made any such invest- 
ment of ambition a risky speculation. Under no circum- 
stances must a peerage be made a subject for preliminary 
bargaining. Patriotic supporters, for instance, who 
had sacrificed time and money in the contest of hope- 
less seats might be finally rewarded by promotion to 
the Upper House. But the unlucky man who ventured 
to stipulate for such a reward or assume a title to 
it beforehand was summarily undeceived. A note 
written to one of his colleagues at this period shows 
that he did not confine this restriction to party ser- 
vices. A difference with the Home Government on a 
question of policy had led to the resignation of a high 
official in one of the Colonies, and it was feared that an 
emphasis laid too publicly upon the cause of quarrel 
might be productive of disaffection in the Colony. 
It was suggested that a prospective peerage—of which 
he would have been on other grounds a quite suitable 
recipient—might influence the official in question to 
a discreet reticence. The suggestion was repudiated 
with picturesque vigour: ‘“‘ Quite impossible to make 
such a bargain! We had better hang up a tariff of 
prices at the Herald’s College—as they do in the 
bedrooms of a hotel.” 

He would maintain, in fact, for the political world 
the limitation which is accepted without question in 
the official one. Soldiers and civil servants are 
decorated for services performed—but any suggestion 
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that the services should be considered as conditional 
on the decoration being promised would be resented 
as an insult on both sides. The fountain of honour 
must flow freely. 


(4) TREASURY AND TARIFFS 


The correspondence which has been preserved 
between Lord Salisbury and his colleagues is exiguous 
as regards the greater number of them. While the 
House was sitting business was carried on largely in 
personal interviews. During the session he saw Mr. 
Smith, his second in command, almost daily. With 
Mr. Balfour an equally continuous personal intercourse 
and an intimate recognition of their common dislike 
of letter-writing reduced it to a minimum. There are 
occasional notes to other colleagues—those to the 
Colonial Secretary, Lord Knutsford, being the most 
attractive to quotation—but, after Lord Randolph’s 
departure, the only full Cabinet correspondence was 
that maintained with Mr. Goschen. 

It did not present the agitating features which 
had characterised intercourse with his predecessor at 
the Exchequer, and, in spite of his late enlistment 
in the Ministry, quickly achieved a quality of easy 
intimacy. There is a quaintly deliberate purpose of 
approach in a note of Mr. Goschen’s, written within a 
week of his joining the Cabinet, to suggest that as 
colleagues they should now drop prefixes in their 
letters: ‘“‘My dear Salisbury” and “My dear 
Goschen’”’ duly replace, thenceforward, the formal 
address of the preliminary negotiations. But, in fact, 
they were not strangers to start with. They had been 
contemporaries for years in the House of Commons, 
though sitting on opposite sides of it, and there were 
bonds of sympathy in a common churchmanship, 
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common Oxford and cultural traditions and—as one 
must assume from the equanimity with which the 
new Finance Minister accepted his chief’s recurrent 
chaff—a common sense of humour. Their friendly 
relations were assisted by a great reciprocal confidence 
in each other’s expert authority. Mr. Goschen was 
a warm, though not always uncritical, admirer of his 
chief’s foreign policy, to a judgment of which he 
brought at that time a more instructed experience 
than any other of their colleagues; and Lord Salis- 
bury was unquestioningly respectful of his eminence 
in finance. Even his orthodoxy, though his chief 
poked incessant fun at it, was recognised as a valuable 
asset. Conscious of his own liability to shock correct 
opinion, there was repose to the Prime Minister in the 
consciousness that no one could cavil at any course 
which his Chancellor had passed as permissible: Mr. 
Goschen’s financial conscience did duty for both. 
When he appealed to his chief for decision upon some 
proposed dealing with the conversion of the Egyptian 
debt, the latter at once repudiated intervention : 
‘* ‘You know that in these matters I am a man wholly 
without principle—and I could not honestly reeommend 
myself to you as an adviser—from your point of view”’ 
(May 27, 1890). Two years later, when beset by 
monetary enthusiasts: “‘ What am I,”’ protested Lord 
Salisbury, “that I should receive a Bimetallist 
deputation ? My opinions are unorthodox and my 
ignorance is profound. As the Government will 
practically go as far as you go and no further, you 
had much better receive the deputation. I should 
certainly commit myself” (March 4, 1892). 

But the cordiality of his sentiments towards the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer did not extend to his 
department. There is an amusing series of notes, 
written in the spring and summer of 1888, in denuncia- 
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tion of the Treasury and its methods. That the out- 
put is not continued in subsequent years may show 
either that the struggle was abandoned in despair or 
that Sir Reginald Welby—the then permanent head of 
the Treasury—had learnt to defer to—or at all events 
to avoid overtly arousing—the Prime Minister’s 
wrath. The first note is more derisive than indignant. 
A form of voucher had to be drawn up for the signa- 
ture of Ministers when applying for grants from the 
Secret Service Fund. Lord Salisbury had prepared a 
simply direct declaration: ‘‘ that the interests of the 
Public Service required that the above payments 
should be made out of the Secret Service Fund, and 
that they were properly so made.”’ But the Treasury 
had submitted through Mr. Smith, the First Lord, a 
series of alternative forms, elaborately paragraphed 
under letters of the alphabet, such as the official soul 
loves. 


To Mr. Smith, February 9, 1888. 


‘* T object to the Treasury suggestions as mere traps 
to conscience. In A. and D.E. I am required to say 
what is ‘the intention of Parliament.’ I don’t 
believe it has got an intention. At the moment the 
vote is put, the House possibly consists of fifty sleepy 
men who are talking of something else. How am I to 
attribute an aggregate intention to them? It is a 
mere fiction. 

‘* B. requires in me a knowledge of what is ‘ usual 
to make provision for in ordinary votes.’ What does 
‘usual’ mean? Does it mean annual use? or use 
when occasion requires? and how am I to have a 
sufficient knowledge of estimates for a past number of 
years to be able to say that it has not been * usual’ 
to vote, on the rare occasions when it was required, 
some exceptional expenditure ? 

‘* C, is ridiculous ! 

““T cannot accept any of these forms. But my 
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words satisfy the requirements of the Public Accounts 
Committee.” 


The next protest, addressed to Mr. Goschen, opens 
with exclamatory vigour: ‘“‘Oh, the Treasury!” 
The Cabinet, at the Foreign Secretary’s suggestion, 
had empowered South Kensington to lend some of its 
treasures to a Danish Exhibition to be held in London. 
The Danish Legation had been apprised and the 
Museum authorities had made all preparation. 


‘** But the Danish Minister comes to me to-day to 
say that there is an insuperable bar in the shape of the 
objection of the Treasury which declines the expense. 
And the expense is under £100! 

‘Has the Cabinet no authority ? 


‘‘Have these gentlemen no perspective in their 
mental vision ? 


‘““Can you help us?” (April 20, 1888.) 


A more drastic remonstrance followed in August. 
The Special Commission to investigate the charges of 
‘“* Parnellism and Crime” had just been set up by 
Parliament, and Sir James Hannen, a judge of the 
High Court, had been invited to preside over it and, 
incidentally, to devote his long vacation to a study 
of the voluminous documentary evidence submitted. 
At the last moment, when most people, including the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, had left London for their 
holidays, all preparation was arrested by a Treasury 
scruple. On this occasion the Prime Minister cannot 
be said to have failed from lack of self-assertion : 


To Mr. Smith, August 17, 1888. 


‘* Please write to Sir R. Welby, as First Lord, and 
say that Hannen’s Secretary must have his salary 
(£400) without any further trouble or demur. I write 
to you as I believe Mr. Goschen has gone. These 
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Treasury officials are enough to drive one mad. In 
spite of Goschen’s assurance to Halsbury } that there 
should be no difficulty, they do what might very well 
drive Hannen into resigning by refusing the most 
necessary accommodation. It is quite intolerable 
that they should be allowed to thwart a policy which 
has been adopted at so much trouble, and with so 
much deliberation, by these imbecile punctilios. I 
enclose Halsbury’s note. Please put your foot down 
in the matter.” 


Mr. Goschen appears as a rule to have accepted his 
chief’s girdings at his department in a spirit of meek- 
ness—or perhaps of sympathy. But on one occasion 
an ironic comment in a note enclosing some depart- 
mental appeal for financial assistance stirred him to a 
reproachful reply charging the Prime Minister with 
incitement to extravagance. This touched Lord Salis- 
bury in a sensitive spot. The acute anxiety which was 
aroused in him during the last years of his life by the 
rapid growth of national expenditure both in arma- 
ments and social services did not yet oppress him. 
But the every-day economy which cuts its coat accord- 
ing to its cloth had always been accepted by him as 
a basic element in statesmanship, and he defended 
himself at reasoned length against his colleague’s 
accusation : 


To Mr. Goschen, May 27, 1888. 


“* , . You do me injustice in thinking that I lean 
to expenditure. On most of the questions of that 
sort that have come up—where the expenditure has 
been large—I have been the other way. I have 
thrown all the cold water I could on the subsidy to 
the Pacific Railway—on the fancy military expendi- 
ture—on the drainage scheme for Ireland—on the 
Technical Education proposal. But I am very much 
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opposed to the traditional Treasury policy as to small 
expenditures, and still more, small risks. I have 
worked with five Chancellors of the Exchequer—and 
as I have seen the same peculiar system under all of 
them, I am led to the conclusion that it is due to a 
departmental tradition, and not to the action of any 
one man. If I did not fear to bore you and to seem 
meddlesome, I could be very diffuse upon this subject. 

‘‘ But, briefly, I believe that in public, as in private 
affairs, parsimony is a symptom of mismanagement. 
When there is sufficient scraping to make people un- 
comfortable—I am speaking of course of well-to-do 
people—it means that they are trying to live a degree 
too highly ; and that retrenchment is wanted not in 
the details but in the heads of expenditure. This is 
the fault I find with the traditional Treasury system. 
They do not interpose their veto at the beginning of 
a policy, when they might prevent it; but at the tail 
of the policy, when they can only spoil it.” 


He adduces an instance connected with the estab- 
lishment of the Scotch Office and then one within his 
own personal experience in the Consular department: 


** Take another matter which I have had to fight 
for F.O. It is reasonable to say that Consuls are an 
expensive luxury, and to say that no more than a 
certain number shall be created. But it is not reason- 
able to allow them to be created and then to ignore 
the fact that they must be liable to the casual expenses 
to which all agents are liable, especially legal expenses ; 
and to try and diminish their costliness by throwing 
these burdens on the unlucky Consuls themselves. I 
have had two if not three cases where the Consul, 
having incurred legal expenses in the course of his 
duties, the Treasury has thrown the expense on the 
Consul himself, though there was no proof of either 
bad faith or crass negligence. I hold the sound 
practice to be, to assume that a margin for these 
casual expenses will be required, and then to appoint 
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no more Consuls than, on that assumption, you con- 
sider yourself able to pay for. 

“These are mere illustrations. My objection to 
the traditional policy of the Treasury is that it tries to 
economise by sweating the public service; that that 
plan really saves very little money ; that it produces 
in the departments a feeling towards the Treasury 
analogous to that which grows up in a family towards 
a miserly grandfather; and that the result is rather 
a desire to outwit the Treasury, and spend in spite of 
it, than to co-operate in saving. 

** But I said I would not be diffuse and you will be 
wondering, if this is my conciseness, what my diffuse- 
ness will be like. Only, understand that I am not 
pleading against saving—but against ineffective and 
irritating saving. Saving should be wholesale and 
on a plan, not retail and indiscriminate. And please 
understand that I am only giving vent to long cherished 
feelings of indignation against the Treasury and that 
I am not saying a word about your individual adminis- 
tration.” 


Lord Salisbury belonged to a free-trade generation 
and, though sceptical of all fiscal creeds as such, found 
it easy to accommodate himself to the stiffer Liberal 
Unionist tradition in that respect. But this was not 
the case with an influential body of opinion in his own 
party, and, towards the close of 1887, there was, in 
consequence, a notable trial of strength between him 
and this section of his followers. With a singular 
want of tact, the National Union of Conservative 
Associations, meeting at Oxford in November 1887— 
within ten months of Mr. Goschen’s accession to the 
Cabinet—placed in the forefront of its programme, 
and passed with practical unanimity, a resolution in 
favour of what would now be called protection— 
though as “ Fair-Traders ”’ they were meticulous in 
repudiating a title which was still looked upon as 
invidious. Lord Salisbury, according to custom, was 
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to address them in public meeting the following day 
and lookers-on were outspokenly curious—either 
anxiously or maliciously—as to how he would deal 
with this demonstration. He did so, as far as any 
direct reference to it went, by simply ignoring it 
without comment or apology. By means, however, 
of an indirect allusion, he tried to bring the delegates 
to a sense of sin for their unseasonable action and at 
the same time, without brutality, dismiss their demand 
from the field of present politics. He was congratu- 
lating the Unionist cause upon the absence of any 
difference of opinion between the two sections of its 
supporters, and added the proviso—* on all present 
questions.”” Then he went on: “I lay enormous 
emphasis on that adjective. Ifyou go to the questions 
which are in the far past or to the questions which are 
in the far future, you may find grave differences of 
opinion.” Therefore, he concluded, he should de- 
precate all discussion of such purely academic issues. 
(November 21, 1887.) 

The decision thus conveyed was accepted without 
protest, and during the fourteen years that he remained 
at the head of the Unionist party he was never again 
publicly challenged on the subject—a submissiveness 
which was no doubt assisted by the cycle of prosperity 
which followed the period of depression from which 
trade was just emerging at the time of these pro- 
ceedings. 

But he was not content to leave his fiscal gospel 
altogether in the negative position in which this 
assertion of authority had placed it. A question 
which he had addressed to Mr. Goschen three days 
before the date of the Oxford meeting suggests that 
he had considered the possibility even then of softening 
the blow of his non posswmus by the offer of a minor 
concession for which he had himself always been 
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anxious. He was constantly resentful of the im- 
potence imposed on him in commercial negotiations 
with foreign powers by the absolutism of British Free 
Trade dogmatists. The question was added at the 
close of a letter dealing with foreign affairs : 


To Mr. Goschen, November 18, 1887. 


** I don’t think you have ever told me what is the 
precise position of your mind as regards fiscal retalia- 
tion. The question—in view of the growing protec- 
tion of the world—will force itself on us. I have 
never been able to see how it was inconsistent with 
the free trade theory in its most absolute form ; 
unless it can be said that self-defence is inconsistent 
with a peaceful policy. In every other department of 
life wrong is averted by the danger of retaliation. 
Nations have to inflict the retaliation for themselves ; 
individuals get Courts of Justice to do it for them. 
But to retaliation in the end the whole mechanism of 
self-defence or common-defence must come. If your 
situation is such that you are known to be unable to 
invoke it, you are powerless ; you must submit to be 
robbed and murdered. 

‘* Why is this true as to every other evil man can 
inflict—and not true as to hostile tariffs ? ”’ 


Presumably Mr. Goschen’s interest was absorbed 
by the first half of this letter, which dealt with the 
Tripartite Agreement with Austria and Italy, then on 
the point of consummation. His answer to the fiscal 
passage was disappointingly beside the point. He 
assumed the enquiry to be inspired wholly by some 
negotiations which were then in progress to obtain an 
international repudiation of sugar bounties, and said 
that, since the bounties were of actual benefit to the 
British consumer, threats of retaliation to secure their 
abandonment would certainly be tainted with the 
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evils of protection in the eyes of “ absolute free- 
traders ’—from whom, since he was a party to the 
negotiations in question, he apparently dissociated 
himself. 

Such a contention fittingly represented. the dog- 
matic pedantry from which Lord Salisbury’s soul 
revolted. Having first, at Derby on December 19, 
differentiated his position, unambiguously, from that 
of his fair-trade followers, he protested, three weeks 
later at Liverpool, with equal decisiveness, against 
their doctrinaire opponents. At Derby he began by 
chaffing his protectionist friends: ‘“‘I have listened 
to and read carefully what has been said about fair 
trade, and I have observed this—that in respect to 
many points they are agreed and upon many points 
they are precise; but upon those points upon which 
they are precise they are not agreed, and upon those 
points upon which they are agreed they are not pre- 
cise.” Then, with his habitual vigour of diction, he 
reaffirmed his refusal to commit the Government to 
a policy of corn protection. 

“We have always and on all occasions frankly 
expressed our opinion that the protection of corn—that 
the advocacy of such a doctrine—is very unwise, and 
that the prospect of such a change being carried into 
effect, even if it were expedient, which I do not think 
it is, is absolutely out of the bounds of political pos- 
sibility.’ England was a country peculiarly situated 
in that respect. It was impossible to raise the price 
of food for the whole nation in the interests of a 
single industry which was itself incapable of providing 


more than a third of what was required: ‘‘ Though 
I quite understand the feeling of our farmers and 
deeply sympathise with their sufferings, . . . Iam yet 


obliged to say that they will not find—they cannot 
find—in the doctrines of protection any alleviation 
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from the ruin which in too many instances threatens 
them.” 

But while repudiating this particular course, he 
said he should refuse to take any further pledge against 
fiscal change. The advocates of free trade had used 
“its broad mantle ” to cover many things which in no 
way belonged to it. ‘‘ Iam by no means an enthusiast 
for the extreme simplicity of fiscal arrangements 
which is due to Mr. Gladstone’s introduction.” (Derby, 
December 19, 1887.) 

This statement, with some applications which 
accompanied it, brought Mr. Gladstone down upon 
him with a challenge to clear himself from grave 
suspicion of economic heresy. Lord Salisbury replied 
defiantly at Liverpool (January 11, 1888). He main- 
tained that there were several classes of foreign imports 
upon which duties might be levied which were entirely 
permissible according to the original doctrines of free 
trade. Duties levied upon articles which were not 
necessities did no appreciable harm to anyone and 
might easily be desirable on other grounds. Duties 
levied as a defence against unfair competition—the 
word “‘ dumping ”’ had not yet made its appearance in 
the vocabulary of politics—would be positively favour- 
able to world free trade. He had been told that 
foreign bounties or subsidies were hailed by the 
‘“‘ absolute free-traders”’ as beneficial, because they 
cheapened goods to the British consumer. “ They do 
not see that advantages to the consumer secured by 
illegitimate means are only transitory in their char- 
acter, and that when they have served the purpose of 
destroying the industry against which they have been 
levelled, the advantage to the consumer will cease. .. . 
If industry were destroyed, we should find that con- 
sumer and producer on English soil were bound up in 
a common loss.” 
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By way of analogy he adduced some recent in- 
stances of speculative commerce, within his audience’s 
knowledge, which had cheapened goods for a while at 
the cost of ultimate disaster. Immediate cheapness 
was not a true test of sound finance. 


‘“‘ It is another case to warn you that you should 
not be deluded by the mere fact that the consumer is 
advantaged into thinking that, simply because he 
gains, therefore the arrangement under which he gains 
must be sound. You must look beyond it and ask, 
first, what sort of consumer he is; whether he is a 
luxury consumer or a consumer of necessaries; and 
then, whether the arrangement under which he gains 
is one which, under sound principle, can be approved, 
and which is therefore likely to endure.” (Liverpool, 
January 11, 1888.) 


The arriving era of prosperity prevented any 
demand for the practical application of these reserva- 
tions. Expenditure, though by no means stationary, 
remained cautious, and the normal expansion of 
revenue, in those halcyon days, sufficed to meet such 
special demands as those made by the County Council, 
the Naval Defence, or the Free Education Acts with 
little or no imposition of new taxes. Under such 
conditions, even ardent theoretical reformers were 
content to leave their panaceas untested. Except in 
the continuous complaints of farmers, no more was 
heard of the fiscal question until, in the new century, 
the return of bad times which followed the South 
African War and the emergence of a fascinating ideal 
in Colonial Preference combined to restore to it a vivid 
actuality. 


CHAPTER VII 
THE PRIME MINISTER’S DEPARTMENT 


1887-1892 [II] 


(5) National Defence (7) Non-Political 
(6) Indian Councils (8) The Commons Leadership 


(5) NATIONAL DEFENCE 


THERE were two occasions in this Ministry where Lord 
Salisbury’s share in the administrative activities of his 
Cabinet calls for special notice. One was altogether 
outside the field of his experience. The feverish 
increase of armaments upon the Continent which had 
accompanied and followed the war-scares of ’86-’87, 
with the sinister colour given to it by France’s adver- 
tised and apparently growing hostility of feeling to this 
country, roused the British public in the spring and 
summer of ’88 to an acute sense of its own deficiencies 
in this respect. Anxiety was intensified by the overt 
pronouncements of distinguished officers. At a City 
banquet in May, Lord Wolseley, who was then Ad- 
jutant-General, gave sensational support to the vision 
of dread which particularly preoccupied the public 
imagination—the possibility of a sudden descent of a 
French army corps upon our southern coasts holding 
an undefended London at its mercy. Lord Salisbury 
challenged him reproachfully to repeat his warnings in 
the House of Lords. He replied—speaking, he said, 


with a full sense of his responsibility—that, so long as 
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the Navy was as weak as it was at that moment and 
the condition of our coast defences as unsatisfactory, 
he dared not affirm that the Army was sufficiently 
equipped or organised to guarantee the safety of the 
metropolis. (Hansard, May 11, 1888.) 

Lord Salisbury, in his comments, deprecated 
alarmist outcries but reassured his anxious fellow- 
countrymen as to the Government’s full sense of the 
gravity of the question. In the actual insecurity of 
European peace, there were in fact solid grounds for 
anxiety as to the state of the country’s preparedness. 
Port defences, barracks, munitions, were all notoriously 
inadequate ; War Office organisation was chronically 
suspect ; the relations between the two Service depart- 
ments, especially as regarded the supply of ordnance 
to either, were in a state of chaotic confusion; and 
though the Admiralty, speaking through its First Lord 
in the opening months of the session, made rosy report 
as to the fleet, there were growing reasons for doubt as 
to the worth of the testimony offered. 

In May, Mr. Smith announced the appointment of 
an outside Committee, of which Lord Hartington had 
agreed to be chairman, to enquire into the organisation 
and mutual relations of the War Office and Admiralty. 
But he repudiated any suggestion that the Government 
intended by this expedient to delegate a responsibility 
which they recognised as wholly theirs, and for the rest 
of that year National Defence became a subject of 
primary ministerial preoccupation. 

A “ Cabinet Committee of National Defence ”’ was 
formed under the presidency of the Prime Minister, 
and the presidency was not a nominal one. When a 
Member of Parliament became inquisitive that session 
as to the Government’s policy on some question of 
Army organisation, he was quieted by the assurance 
that ‘ the Prime Minister was himself giving attention 
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to the matter.” The following spring, Mr. Stanhope, 
the Secretary for War, in replying to congratulations 
upon certain reforms which had been adopted, told his 
audience that praise was primarily due to “ the man 
who had inspired them”: “In all our deliberations 
on the subject, Lord Salisbury has taken a leading and 
conspicuous part, and I hope that whatever may be 
accomplished will hereafter be always connected with 
his name.” (May 17, 1889.) 

More direct witness to his activities is borne by an 
elaborate, ‘‘ most confidential’? minute which he 
circulated to the Cabinet on June 29, 1888. He had 
spoken that day in the House of Lords in response 
to a minatory motion of Lord Wemyss’s again calling 
attention to that possibility of invasion which had been 
discussed there six weeks before. Lord Salisbury was 
reassuring as to any immediate danger. He was 
unable to believe, he said, that 100,000 men, with the 
boats needed for their transport, could be collected in 
the northern ports of France without our being con- 
scious of the fact: ‘‘ England must lose the command 
of the Channel to make an invasion possible.’ (Han- 
sard, June 29, 1888.) 

It was to the further question as to what would 
happen if that command were lost, or even suspended 
for a brief interval, that his confidential minute to his 
colleagues was devoted. He has been making enquiry, 
he tells them, from various authorities as to the 
measurable degree of catastrophe which might be 
apprehended in such an event. He quotes statements 
made by Lord Wolseley and reports submitted to 
him by intelligence officers on the staffs of the War 
Office and Admiralty, and compares with these an 
independent report of Count Moltke’s opinion on the 
question, whose accuracy, he says, he has verified 
through the German Embassy. 
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Minute addressed to the Cabinet, June 29, 1888. 


‘“« | . The effect of these papers is to show that 
the two departments and Count Moltke agree in think- 
ing that there are circumstances under which.a French 
invasion may be possible, though the War Office 
think that the occurrence of the requisite conditions 
is far more within the range of probability than the 
Admiralty are disposed to admit. But it seems to me 
sufficient for the Government that they agree to think 
it possible. Our stake is so great that full precautions 
must be taken against even a distant possibility. 

‘It is our duty to see that the subject has been 
carefully considered in all its details, and that plans 
for resisting the invasion have been thoroughly worked 
out by the two departments. Of course, the adequacy 
of those plans in a professional sense must be accepted 
on their authority. But the plans must be ready, and 
ready in time of peace. On either theory of an in- 
vasion—whether it comes as a surprise, or after a great 
naval disaster—there will be no time then to work out 
the necessary dispositions.” 


He goes into the question in detail; compares 
and criticises his documents, notes the gaps that have 
been left in the information supplied in them, and con- 
cludes with a brief questionnaire which he proposes to 
address to both Service departments for the purpose 
of filling those gaps and learning what plans of mobil- 
isation—if any—have been worked out for meeting 
the hypothetical emergency. The preparation and 
composition of the minute, which contains between 
three and four thousand words, must have occupied 
a substantial slice of the Foreign Secretary’s leisure. 

It was with regard to the fleet that the Cabinet 
Committee’s labours that summer and autumn proved 
most fruitful in immediate results. Admiralty officials 
were averse from admitting any deficiency, but their 
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satisfied estimate did not survive the test of civilian 
investigation. _ There were found to be ships on the 
active list too old for service, and others, newly com- 
pleted, which were without guns and had no early 
prospect of getting them. But the defect recognised 
as fundamental in that Europe of war-ridden anticipa- 
tions, was that, even with the addition of such non- 
effectives, the size of the fleet had become politically 
out-dated. A Franco-Russian combination was the 
emergency against which preparation had to be made 
if forecasts were based on existing conditions. The 
Channel could not be left defenceless—especially in 
view of the fears recently excited—and, as things 
stood, the Mediterranean fleet was too weak to deal 
with the French ships now assembled at Toulon, apart 
from any detachable margin for operations at the 
Straits or in the Black Sea. France had been grudging 
no expenditure for the maintenance of her maritime 
strength and Russia was laying down three new battle- 
ships that year. The inevitable had happened. Lord 
Salisbury, as he sadly admitted at the Guildhall 
in November, found himself now compelled to enter 
England in that race whose progress on the Continent 
had called from him such earnest warnings of danger. 
At the close of his speech he hinted that, apart from 
the actuality of strategical calculation, the panic of 
that summer had been an evil whose recurrence could 
not be risked.1 

The issue appeared in the Naval Defence Act of 
1889, which was introduced to Parliament in the 
following March. It provided for the construction of 
ten new battleships and sixty cruisers, to be completed 
within the next four and a half years—which came to 
an average of sixteen vessels of new construction per 
annum. The Opposition offered no serious resistance to 

1 See Chapter IV. p. 109. 
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this programme, demurring only to the unprecedented 
arrangement under which its whole cost was embodied 
in the Act, and its further progress and completion 
thus placed outside the administrative control of 
Parliament. But they protested, not unnaturally, 
against the contrast offered between this spectacular 
demand and the First Lord’s optimist assurances of 
twelve months previously. The Secretary to the 
Admiralty could only reply that the difference was a 
result of the more accurate knowledge which had been 
acquired in the interval. 

The attitude of the Board of Admiralty on this 
occasion—its failure to appreciate deficiencies until 
their existence was driven home to it by Cabinet cross- 
examination—presents a curious inversion of the parts 
ordinarily played by Service officials and their political 
masters. A letter written by the Prime Minister, 
three years later, to Mr. Goschen, in response to some 
exasperated complaint of Admiralty inefficiency at 
that date, emphasises this aspect of the episode just 
recorded. The politicians, approaching the question 
from the standpoint of international requirements, 
had evidently held themselves to have been obstructed 
by the same spirit of professionalism which they more 
normally resented for its indifference to the national 
finances. 


To Mr. Goschen, February 10, 1892. 


“Tam really puzzled to know what to do with the 
Admiralty. I see that it is given up to pedantry of 
the worst kind—but how is it to be rescued? As to 
the mere question of enlarging the fleet, we were able 
to do some good by making a sort of raid upon it and 
carrying back the Naval Defence Act as the spoils of 
victory. But we cannot govern the Admiralty from 
day to day by raids of this kind. 


ADMIRALTY DEFECTS 189 


“TI do not think that the First Lord himself could 
do much unless he was a man of very exceptional 
mould. The fault is in the constitution of the Ad- 
miralty. The experts—the pedants—have too much 
power. They ought to be advisers and subordinates. 
They are checks and colleagues. They claim an un- 
defined power and responsibility and their consciences 
bear them out in resisting, each man for himself, 
whatever he does not entirely approve. The result 
is that everything which is done by the First Lord of 
his own initiative has to be carried out in the teeth 
of a stiff, silent resistance, which is offered to every 
detail by persons who know much better than he can 
the points at which resistance is likely to be effective. 
The only remedy is to convert the First Lord into a 
Secretary of State. ... 

** But such a change can hardly be thought of by a 
Government whose tenure of power may quite pos- 
sibly be only a matter of months. If ever we form 
part of a Government again, this is a grave change 
which should be made. 

‘IT should like to make three great administrative 
changes : 


(1) Make the First Lord of the Admiralty a Secre- 
tary of State. 

(2) Give the Departments lump sums instead of 
estimates. 

(3) Set up a tribunal of three or five Cabinet 
Ministers to determine all questions at issue 
between the Departments. 


And perhaps I would add a fourth : 


(4) Establish a fixed promotion Committee for all 
Army and Navy promotions—which should 
vote by ballot, and the members of which 
should serve for five or ten years. 


‘“‘' This, of course, would be subject to Cabinet con- 
trol for the biggest posts... . Ave 
‘But the mainspring of your machine is too weak. 
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All power is nominally centred in the Cabinet : but it 
is all but powerless by reason of the rustiness and 
friction of the instrument it has to work.” 


A private letter casually indited for the consola- 
tion of a depressed colleague is not to be read as the 
promulgation of a thought-out policy. Nothing more 
was heard of the suggestion for breaking down the 
Admiralty’s self-confident isolation by raising the 
status of its political chief. The second of the three 
‘“‘ administrative changes’”’ remains still an unfulfilled 
dream of the economic reformer. The third alone was 
destined to effectual development in the near future. 
The germ of the Imperial Defence Committee had 
already been planted. One of the recommendations 
contained in the report of the Hartington Commission 
in 1890 was for the establishment of a naval and 
military Council for the settlement of matters in which 
both departments were concerned. Mr. Stanhope 
announced that the Government accepted this re- 
commendation in an amended form. It proposed to 
constitute a Committee of Cabinet which would be 
presided over by the Prime Minister and be attended 
by officials from outside, and whose proceedings and 
decisions—unlike those of any other Cabinet body at 
that date—would be recorded. (Hansard, July 8, 
1890.) 

Under the terms of the Naval Defence Act the cost 
of its programme of construction was to be spread 
over a fixed number of years, and certain items of 
revenue were earmarked for its supply. A large part 
of this annual contribution was estimated for out 
of existing taxes. These were years of prosperity, of 
elastic returns and undiscounted surpluses, and the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer’s successful conversion 
of Consols in the previous year had given him another 
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million or two to play with. But a balance of addi- 
tional revenue had to be found. 

Mr. Goschen had worked actively with his chief in 
the Committee of Cabinet for National Defence and 
their collaboration appears to have been continued in 
discussion as to how this balance should be met. On 
the principle of stimulating a sense of responsibility in 
those who, during the excitement of the last year, had 
been loudest in demanding the expenditure, it was 
decided to provide half of it by an addition of 1 per 
cent to the Succession Duty. But Lord Salisbury 
urged that the remainder should be met from indirect 
taxation. In a characteristic letter he suggested 
appropriate objects. Why not a tax on shipping, as 
being the business most dependent on a strong navy ? 
The proposal had been criticised for the outery it would 
certainly raise: “‘ I admit that it would be unpopular ; 
it might be very unpopular. I did not offer it as a 
specimen of popular finance—but of scientific and 
virtuous finance.” He offered as an alternative a 
heightened tax on wine and foreign spirits—which 
again, he urged, were leading articles of the commerce 
for whose defence the money was to be expended. 
But without an irritatingly needless advance in the 
excise duty on whiskey, he feared that this proposal 
would be excluded as ‘“‘ tampering with that accursed 
thing Protection.” After girding at these and other 
objections to his experimental flights in budget- 
making, of which he foresaw that the Board of Trade 
and Treasury would be prolific, he concluded on a 
directly serious note : 


To Mr. Goschen, March 8, 1889. 


“|, . But the point on which I am anxious is 
that these various difficulties, which a department like 
the Board of Trade can furnish by the yard, shall not 
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issue in this—that the whole burden shall be laid upon 
realised property. Among the conflict of various 
principles which are cited, and will be cited in opposi- 
tion to any proposal, I am anxious to lay the strongest 
stress upon this one—that it is dangerous to recur to 
realised property alone in difficulties—because the 
holders of it are politically so weak that the pernicious 
financial habit is sure to grow, especially if it be en- 
couraged by a precedent of our making.” 


His wishes were complied with though without 
any accompaniment of edifying congruity, through 
the prosaic and hackneyed expedient of a small 
addition to the tax on beer. 

In the course of his search for new sources of 
revenue on this occasion, Mr. Goschen appears to have 
contemplated a tax on the profitable sale of leases, to 
be treated as income. He abandoned the idea— 
whether or no in response to protests from his chief— 
but during the Easter holidays, after the Budget had 
been introduced, the colleagues continued their argu- 
ment as to the theoretic justification of what Lord 
Salisbury referred to as “this happily dropped pro- 
position.” 


To Mr. Goschen, April 26, 1889. 


*“, . . You say that the merchant makes a profit 
by selling commodities, and we tax those profits as 
income. Therefore we ought to tax as income the 
profit the landowner makes by selling leases. 

** The important difference is this : 

** The merchant is constantly selling. You do not 
tax the profit on each transaction but you tax the 
balance of profit, if any, on the gains and losses of 
three years. But the landowner only sells now and 
then. You do not propose to tax the balance of 
profit on the sum of his gains and losses over an ade- 
quate period of time, but you tax his gains and pay 
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no attention to his losses. This difference in the two 
cases is vital, and disposes of the analogy altogether.” 


(6) INDIAN CoUNCcILs 


Unlike the question of Defence, the other notable 
instance of administrative intervention on Lord Salis- 
bury’s part at this time was in a department with 
which he had been for years closely connected. In 
the autumn of 1888, Lord Dufferin, the outgoing 
Viceroy of India, communicated to the Home Govern- 
ment, just before he returned home, a scheme which 
he had prepared for enlarging the existing powers 
and membership of Legislative Councils—Viceregal 
and Provincial. No one questioned the need of such 
ameasure. The Councils were still constituted as they 
had been under the Act of 1861, passed at the time 
that the Crown took over the direct government of 
India after the Mutiny. They were formed by an 
addition to the official Executive Councils of small 
numbers of nominated members, chosen for their 
representative quality from among Indians and non- 
official Kuropeans. The 1861 Act had restricted them 
so exclusively to their legislative functions that their 
members were not allowed to discuss the Budget, 
except such items of it as might require a change in 
the law, or even ask for information—or “ interpellate ”’ 
the Government—upon any administrative matter. 
Viceroys and Lieutenant-Governors had become in- 
creasingly anxious to enlarge the opportunities for 
Indian criticism upon official action under conditions 
in which it could be replied to. Lord Dufferin pro- 
posed to remove the restrictions on the Councils’ 
powers of discussion and add to the number of their 
nominated members. So far, his minute would not, 
probably, have called for comment of any kind from 
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the Prime Minister. But, in deference to democratic 
sentiment, it further proposed the hitherto untried 
course of appointing the new members—at all events 
those on the subordinate Councils—through some 
form of indirect popular election, instead of by the 
Viceroy’s nomination. ‘‘ I hope Dufferin is not going 
to try any rash experiments at ‘liberalising’ the 
Provincial Councils,’ commented Lord Salisbury on 
first hearing of these views: ‘‘ His experiment in 
Egypt should have sufficed him”! (To Lord Cross,’ 
September 28, 1888). When the minute, after con- 
sideration in Calcutta, was officially submitted to 
him, he expressed his more defined disapproval in a 
Cabinet Memorandum. 


Memorandum December 81, 1888. 


THE INDIAN REFORM BILL 


‘* This is the most important change that has been 
undertaken since the dissolution of the East India 
Company. It ought to have been settled in com- 
munication with the Cabinet before any official step 
was taken on it. All further progress must be arrested 
until the Cabinet has come to a conclusion upon the 
most essential points. 

‘“The momentous portion of the change proposed 
is that which gives legislative powers to elected Coun- 
cillors. It is true that these are so few in number— 
they form so small a proportion of the whole Council— 
that their influence will be imperceptible. For the 
present undoubtedly that will be so. Their influence 
will not be felt. But the proposed step is momentous, 
not on account of its effect on the present, but on the 
future. The question is not how the Council will 
work now, but in what proportion its several parts 
will grow hereafter ; and to ascertain that matter we 


1 Lord Dufferin had been sent out to draw up a Parliamentary constitution 
for Egypt in 1883. 2 Secretary of State for India. 
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must consider which have the most capacity of growth 
in them. The same cause that has called the elected 
members into existence will cause them to increase. 
They are not proposed because the population of India 
call for them. It would be a ludicrous exaggeration 
to say that there are ten thousand people between 
Cashmere and Cape Comorin who desire a system of 
legislation by the agency of elected members. The 
opinion that has introduced it is not an Indian opinion 
—it is the mere echo of English opinion—the applica- 
tion to India of ideas bred in the political conflicts of 
this country. But this cause is likely to operate with 
ever-increasing force. If we make, now, an error in 
the lines we are laying for the introduction of the 
elective principle into Indian Government, we must 
not console ourselves with the idea that its scope will 
be limited by the proportion of elective members we 
are introducing into the Council on this occasion. 

‘* Judging the matter in this light, I look with some 
dismay at the choice the Government of India have 
made of their constituency of the future. They are 
the members of the municipal Committees and District 
Boneels (?) who are themselves elected. But I think 
I am not wrong in assuming that the men who will be 
brought to the front by this plan will be (in Bengal) 
Bengalee lawyers, agents, newspaper writers ; not the 
men of business (who have not time for this work) nor 
the simpler and more numerous members of the com- 
munity, who would not have the requisite qualifica- 
tion. Now the class thus selected would be in England 
a very trustworthy class; but England is not ruled 
by conquest. In India they are the class among 
whom disaffection is the strongest ; and they are the 
most competent to use the weapon which membership 
of a legislative Council would place in their hands 
to embarrass and damage the Government. On the 
other hand, they are a class which has no influence 
over the physical force of the Indian population : they 
are not to be feared unless we put power into their 
hands. 
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‘“‘T cannot conceive the object of introducing this 
dangerous principle into the constitution of the pro- 
posed Councils. We shall in no way please the 
classes on whose goodwill the submission of India 
depends: we shall not reconcile our only enemies ; 
but we shall give them arms against ourselves.” 


In February, 1890, Lord Cross introduced in the 
House of Lords a Bill to ‘‘ amend the Indian Councils 
Act of 1861” which embodied the required changes 
in the Legislative Councils but provided that the added 
members, like those already there, should be nomi- 
nated directly by the Viceroy and Lt.-Governors. The 
numbers involved were very small—an actual maxi- 
mum of twelve nominated members on the Governor- 
General’s Council being increased to sixteen and that 
of eight on the subordinate Councils, to twenty. The 
Bill had been prepared, Lord Cross said, in the previous 
year, but owing to the already congested time-table 
in the Lower House had not been brought forward. 
Unfortunately, in this interval, Lord Dufferin’s minute 
had been illicitly made public—whether through some 
untraced indiscretion or some act of deliberate official 
disloyalty, at home or in India, never appeared. It 
had had its repercussion in a clamour for fundamental 
changes raised by the small Radical group of “ friends 
of India ”’ in the Commons, while the Indian National 
Congress, then in the fifth year of its existence, had 
responsively placed a completely democratic trans- 
formation of the Councils upon its programme. 

The Liberal leaders in the Peers, Lords Kimberley 
and Ripon, who spoke to the second reading of the 
Bill on March 6, dismissed all those ideas as fantastic. 
But they extended a smiling indulgence to the juvenile 
effervescence of the Indian intelligentsia and protested 
against the Government’s neglect to use so favourable 
an opportunity for a gesture of innocuous sympathy 
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with its Liberal aspirations. Only if the new right 
of interpellation were exercised by members  sur- 
rounded by the democratic aura of election could it 
fulfil its desired purpose as a safety-valve for dis- 
content. ‘“‘ Elective representation ’’ was an ideal of 
which all good Anglo-Saxons must approve—par- 
ticularly—a consideration only tactfully indicated— 
when it was applied to no more than a score or so of 
members distributed in hopeless minorities among 
subordinate legislatures. Lord Northbrook, speaking 
with the double authority of an ex-Viceroy and a 
Liberal Unionist ally, supported the protest: but in 
his case it was almost wholly on the ground of defer- 
ence to Viceregal authority. Lord Dufferin’s approval 
of the elective concession was known—that of his 
successor, Lord Lansdowne, and of the Indian Govern- 
ment as a whole, was strongly suspected. The 
Government had, in fact, refused to lay their recom- 
mendations on the table. It was supremely necessary, 
he said, to leave a free hand to the men on the spot. 
So when the Bill went into Committee he moved, as a 
compromise between the views of Government and 
Opposition, an amendment which left the method 
by which the new members were to be selected to 
be determined subsequently by Viceregal regulations 
issued with the approval of the Secretary of State. 
The Government accepted the amendment—the last 
proviso, which, as things then stood, left them in 
ultimate control of the result, probably reconciling 
Lord Salisbury to the compromise. 

But in the speech which he contributed to the 
discussion he dealt with none of these things. In 
content as in manner it stood separated from all others 
in that afternoon’s debate. To his own inner vision 
he was evidently not addressing the row of somewhat 
bewildered Liberal peers in front of him. Many of 
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his phrases would have been wholly inappropriate 
to their actual or prospective capacity for influencing 
events. He was speaking to the authority behind 
them, whose inspiration was admitted in their utter- 
ances and whose mentality, so witnessed to, urged 
him to this earnestness of appeal. The speech, 
especially in its closing passages, reads as a supreme 
effort to persuade the men actually responsible for 
government in India to turn from their absorption 
in the manipulation of machinery, in the oiling of 
administrative wheels by illusory compliances with 
the western verbiage of the National Congress, to 
face the realities upon which must depend the future 
fate of the crowd of humanity committed to their 
charge. It is notable, and is not the least striking of 
the contrasts displayed between this speech and 
those which preceded it, that it accepted—though 
reluctantly—and, indeed, argued its main thesis upon 
the hypothesis of transitoriness in the existing auto- 
cracy. 

‘It does not appear to me that he [Lord Kimber- 
ley] and those noble Lords who spoke before him 
estimate at its right value the intense gravity of the 
question they have raised. They did not seem to 
me to recognise how deep a responsibility must lie 
upon any Government, or upon any Parliament, which 
introduces the elective principle as an effective agent 
in the Government of India. It may be—I do not 
desire to question it—that that is to be the ultimate 
destiny of India; but the beginning of that new 
principle is one of the gravest parting of the ways 
which it is possible for any Government to have to 
tanec. 

He dwelt on the alienation of all Eastern traditions 
and Eastern minds from the idea of elective or repre- 
sentative government—on its established failure in 
Turkey and Egypt—on the special difficulty, peculiar 
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to India, which lay in the passionate hostility of the 
two great religious communities between which her 
people were divided. He insisted that the first thing 
to find, “ before you advance a single step upon your 
journey,” was a constituency. The only one hitherto 
suggested in this light-hearted approach had been 
the municipal bodies. 


“We have been offered as a constituency for the 
representation of the warlike races of the Punjaub, the 
aristocratic people of Rajpootana, and for the vast 
population of the ryots, spread over the whole of 
India, a body elected only for the purpose of making 
streets and taking care of drains. I do not think, 
without casting the least imputation or slur upon their 
patriotism or their capacity, that these urban repre- 
sentatives are either by their education or preparation, 
or the life they have passed through, fitted for the 
function of forming a constituency fitted to represent 
those vast interests which we have undertaken to 
represent.” 


Leaving further criticism on this subsidiary topic, 
he returned to the main purport of his appeal. 


‘* What appeared to me to be most alarming in 
the reasoning of the noble Lords opposite was that 
they think that they can stumble and slip into this 
great change and that no harm would come to them 
if they had not taken count beforehand where their 
steps were to be placed or in what direction their 
journey was to be taken. You must not drift into an 
elective Government of India. You must make up 
your mind how you are to frame your constituencies, 
how those vast interests are to be represented, before 
you consign yourselves to the care, charge, and govern- 
ment of the most powerful principle that affects 
political communities. Do not imagine that you can 
introduce it in small doses, and that it will be satisfied 
by that concession. At least we know this of the 
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elective principle from our experience in Europe, that 
wherever it has made for itself a small channel it has 
been able to widen and widen it gradually until all 
has been carried before it: and that is the danger of 
any action you may take in India. I hope we shall 
not imagine that when once we have consigned our- 
selves to this principle we can retrace our steps or take 
away the powers that we have given, or that we can 
undo the result of any mistake that we may make. 

‘‘T therefore earnestly urge upon the House not to 
make so great a change without the most careful and 
circumspect examination of all the difficulties and 
dangers which surround it; not to slip into this great 
innovation, as it were, accidentally. But, if we are 
to do it, if it has to be done, let us do it systematically, 
counting the cost, examining all the details, and taking 
care that the machinery to be provided shall effect the 
purpose of giving representation not to accidentally 
constituted bodies, not to small sections of the people 
here and there, but to the living strength and vital 
forces of the whole community of India.” (Hansard, 
March 6, 1890.) 


The speech was probably wholly without effect. 
Lord Granville, who followed him, dismissed it in a 
phrase of admittedly puzzled incomprehension, and no 
allusion to it is to be found in subsequent speeches on 
the subject in either House of Parliament or from 
either camp of politics. The final phrase appears to 
have been something more than a flower of rhetoric. 
At least, its purport was repeated two years later in 
very similar words. The Bill of 1890, though it was 
sent down to the Commons before Easter, shared in 
that year’s general disaster to Government legislation. 
An abortive attempt at its reintroduction was made 
in 91, but it was not till the spring of ’92 that it passed 
through both Houses of Parliament. By that time 
the India Office appears to have succumbed to the 
pressure from Calcutta—Lord Cross, vaguely, and 
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Mr. Curzon,! the Under Secretary, more definitely, 
intimating in debate their personal approval of the 
elective solution. But the latter—acting evidently 
under orders—steadily resisted in the House of Com- 
mons a series of Radical amendments to insert words 
enjoining or recommending it, and the brief remarks 
with which Lord Salisbury took leave of the Bill 
in the House of Lords showed his attitude to be un- 
changed. He closed them with phrases very similar 
to those which adumbrated an alternative policy in 
his speech of 1890. 


“We must be careful lest, by the application of 
occidental machinery, we bring into power not the 
strong, natural, vigorous, effective elements of Indian 
society, but the more artificial and weakly elements 
which we ourselves have made and brought into 
prominence. It would be a great evil if, in any system 
of government which we gradually develop, the really 
strong portions of Indian society did not obtain that 
share in the government to which their natural posi- 
tion among their own people traditionally entitles 
them.” (Hansard, February 15, 1892.) 


These phrases, like those in the preceding speech, 
contain a tantalising suggestion of some constructive 
plan in process of incubation as to the intended tenour 
of the Viceregal regulations. The suggestion is tan- 
talising because its actuality was never brought to the 
test. In the following July destiny intervened in the 
shape of a transference of some few thousands of votes 
by British electors who had never heard of Indian 
Legislative Councils. The regulations issued by the 
Viceroy at the close of that year, under the aegis of 
Lord Kimberley, provided an elective system of 

1 The Hon, G. N. Curzon, 1859-1925. Created Lord Curzon in 1898 ; 
Viceroy of India, 1898-1905 ; President of the Council in War Cabinet, 1916- 


1919; Foreign Secretary, 1919-1923 ; created Marquis Curzon, 1921; Presi- 
dent of the Council, 1924-1925. 
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approved western orthodoxy and carefully safeguarded 
impotence, founded upon a constituency of municipal 
boards, decorated with exiguous sprinklings of Uni- 
versity and commercial representation. 


(7) Non-Po.itTican 


Outside the circle of purely political interests, 1887 
was chiefly memorable as the year of Queen Victoria’s 
first Jubilee. This celebration, by its narrower con- 
centration on the personal anniversary, made, in fact, 
a wider appeal than did that of the second Jubilee ten 
years later. Foreign Powers, chilled by the note of 
Imperial self-congratulation in 1897, could and did 
participate in the personal tribute of 1887. Repre- 
sentatives of every Government, members of every 
royal family in Europe, including many closely related 
to the Queen in blood or by marriage, assembled in 
that June of notable sunshine to join with her own 
children and the leaders of her people in the Thanks- 
giving Service in the Abbey at which, amidst the scenic 
setting of her coronation, her accession to the throne 
was commemorated. 

Among impressions left on witnesses of that central 
function was one that gripped by contrast. On the 
one hand, the train of princely riders accompanying 
the royal carriage, their diversity of brilliant uniforms 
mingling with the scarlet and blue of the military 
escort—a gorgeous, many-coloured grouping, flashing 
back the sun’s rays from gold and burnished steel ; 
and, on the other, in their midst, the one little figure 
in black, sought out by every eye, while, at every 
point, cheers from thousands of throats picked up the 
vision of her and passed it on, a linked-up roar of sound 
along the whole road to and from the great Church. 
The same note of a concentrated individual sentiment 
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was dominant, actually or in imagination, throughout 
the subsidiary celebrations of the year—naval, mili- 
tary, and civic. When, on the following New Year’s 
Day, Her Majesty, looking back on these scenes, 
expressed to her Prime Minister her sense of the display 
of feeling of which she had been the object, he re- 
sponded with a warmth which had more than courtesy 
br Ge 
To the Queen, January 2, 1888.1 

“Lord Salisbury with his humble duty respect- 
fully thanks Your Majesty for the gracious letter of 
yesterday, and the expression of deep feelings which 
it contains. The Jubilee year will remain deeply en- 
graved on the memory of millions. It gave oppor- 
tunity for the most striking and affecting expression 
of national reverence and affection that has ever come 
from the heart of any people. Your Majesty’s reign 
has witnessed and fostered additions to the glory and 
happiness of the nation in proportions far exceeding 
the reign of any previous English Sovereign: and the 
gratitude of Your people was as natural as it was 
manifestly sincere.”’ 


The year, nevertheless, had its afflictive experiences 
for the writer. The influx of royal and foreign guests 
had multiplied the number of social functions at which 
his presence was necessary, and the rain of honours 
with which it was thought fitting to commemorate 
the occasion added to the most distasteful of his minor 
duties. On the Easter Day of 1887 he was writing to 
Mr. Smith: ‘I feel so convinced of the universal 
execration with which the list of honours, whatever it 
may be, will be received, that I think it will be best 
not to publish it till the very day of the Jubilee. 
Otherwise, the wrath of the undecorated might im- 
peril the Crimes Bill.” 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 8rd series, vol. i. p. 373. 
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In March ’88, Lord John Manners succeeded his 
brother as Duke of Rutland and his wife’s acknow- 
ledgment of the Prime Minister’s formal letter of 
condolence on her brother-in-law’s death was, for 
once, punctually replied to in a very characteristic 
note: 


To the Duchess of Rutland, April 1, 1888. 


‘““T am very glad that I occupy the honourable 
position of being the only one of your correspondents 
who did not preach on ‘responsibilities’ to you. 
The reason of my omission probably was that I do not 
believe in them: that is to say, I do not believe that 
rich people have more responsibilities than poor 
people. This doctrine would make responsibility to 
depend on the effect of your acts, not on the inten- 
tion. It cannot be said that the man with one talent 
was looked upon as having less responsibility than 
the man with ten talents. I should have been more 
inclined to condole with you on the unbounded nuis- 
-ance of having to look after a landed property—an 
evil which seems quite imaginary to those who are not 
suffering it. I wish all property was in Consols—an 
ideal Consols, never liable to be converted.” } 


The same event deprived Lord Salisbury of a 
private secretary in the person of Lord Granby, the 
new Duke’s eldest son, who was invited to stand 
for Parliament. He offered the vacated post to Mr. 
Schomberg M‘Donnell,? a college friend of his son’s, 
who served him till his final retirement in 1902, with 
a loyalty which warmed, as years went on, to a devoted 
personal championship. At a recent Christmas party 


1 Mr. Goschen’s Bill for the conversion of Consols had been passed by 
the House of Commons four days previously. 

2 The Hon. Sir Schomberg M‘Donnell, G.C.V.O., K.C.B., 1861-1915. Sec- 
retary to Commissioner of Works, 1902-1912. He volunteered for service at 
the front in the Great War, and was killed a fortnight after landing in France, 
November 22, 1915. 
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at Hatfield, the young man, with some of his con- 
temporaries, had indulged in tobogganing down a steep 
and imperfectly prepared snow-slide, with results in a 
jarring fall of which he felt the effects for some years 
afterwards. 


To the Hon. S. K. M‘Donnell, March 12, 1888. 


‘““ Henry Manners, now Granby, has made up his 
mind to stand for Leicestershire and consequently has 
resigned his private secretaryship. I understand from 
the Duke of Buccleuch that you would be willing to 
undertake his duties. If it be true, I shall be exceed- 
ingly glad, for your assistance would be exceedingly 
valuable to me. 

“But I was once guilty of inducing you to ‘to- 
boggan’ down a fair-looking snow-slope, with the 
result of landing you on an unpleasantly hard place 
at the bottom. I am anxious not to be guilty of a 
repetition of this perfidious conduct. I ought there- 
fore to impress upon you that, when out of office, I 
have no secretaries (of your exalted kind) and that, 
therefore, an engagement with me has that strong 
element of precariousness which belongs to the posi- 
tion of all English politicians. But for this circum- 
stance I think the employment is not a badone. The 
work is interesting and not too hard; the salary is 
£400. 

‘‘T shall be very glad if, having fully satisfied your- 
self of the character of the snow-slope, you are willing 
to embark on it.” 

In the following spring, Mr. Alfred Austin varied 
the monotony of his political correspondence with 
the Prime Minister by sending him a copy of his last 
volume of poetry. 


To Mr. Alfred Austin, February 16, 1889. 


‘I am very much obliged to you for the copy of 
your book. I shall value it very much as your gift— 
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I wish I had a chance of giving to it the attention it 
deserves. 

‘“‘T do not believe there is on the earth so prosaic 
an animal as a politican. Some ideal, some imagina- 
tive colour, may attach itself to the details of almost 
any other vocation ; but you cannot ennoble the cares 
of a Minister under a Parliamentary Government. I 
often wish I could speak out and say what I think of 
it; but if I did, no one would listen to me.” 


1889 was the year of the great Dock Strike, sur- 
rounded and followed by lesser ebullitions of labour 
unrest and accompanied by a great deal of passionate 
talk on the one side and predictions of revolutionary 
upheaval on the other. ‘“‘ Everything is very quiet in 
Kurope,” reported Lord Salisbury to Sir Henry Wolff, 
then in diplomatic exile at Teheran, ‘‘ and so we are 
wholly given over to strikes and Socialist schemes. 
There is a strong current of this kind of feeling which 
may affect the general politics of the country, though 
I think the better opinion is that it will not last very 
long’ (December 10, 1889). 

Mr. Austin held, on the other hand, that it would 
oust the present dominance of the Irish question in 
politics and be the decisive issue at the next general 
election. Lord Salisbury did not agree with him : 


To Mr. Austin, December 2, 1889. 


“My ground for thinking that it will be Ireland 
and not Socialism that will decide the election of 1892 
—assuming the Parliament to last so long—is that the 
Irish question has shewn its vitality by centuries of 
undiminished vigour. The Socialist question, on the 
other hand, is in the habit of making a burst for a 
year or two, and then disappearing. It did so in 1839 
and in 1848, and I think again in 1880. 

‘The two questions differ also in this. You may 
make enormous mistakes about Ireland and it will 
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not interfere with the comfort of the English people 
for a long time. On the other hand, a mistake on the 
labour question will be felt immediately, and the man 
who makes it will find that he has run against a hard 
wall which brings him up suddenly. 

“Therefore I expect that by October, 1892, 
Socialist quackeries will either have been dropped, or 
they will have been exposed by experience.” 


Europe was visited this winter by an epidemic of 
influenza which, though it has since been rivalled and 
even surpassed in virulence, was then so unique to all 
living experience that it was acclaimed, whether 
rightly or wrongly, as a new disease. A flood of 
unusual magnitude in the Yangtse Kiang in the 
previous year, which had covered its shores with 
thousands of unburied corpses, was charged in popular 
diagnosis with having originated the epidemic. It 
certainly entered Europe through Russia, where it was 
said to have attacked more than 50 per cent of the 
population, and, until painfully repeated experience 
had naturalised it in the west, it was habitually spoken 
of as ‘the Russian influenza.” Lord Salisbury 
became one of its earliest victims in England. He 
was taken ill on the day after Christmas. The attack 
was a severe one; for a day or two his condition was 
anxious and his recovery was slow. Though he went 
up to London in February when Parliament met and, 
as a compromise with the doctors, held a Cabinet in 
his own house in Arlington Street, he was driven away 
again by threats of a relapse. A fortnight spent in 
the softer climate near Poole at Lytchett Heath, his 
brother Eustace’s house, followed, after an interval, 
by three weeks on the Riviera in April, restored him at 
length to his normal condition of health. Except 
during the first few days his work never stopped—a 
negotiation with Portugal having, at that moment, 
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reached a critical stage which made total abstention 
impossible. Long before the fever left him red 
boxes were imperatively sent for to his bedroom, and 
in spite of medical protests telegrams were dictated to 
members of his family or to secretaries seated at his 
bedside. One habit had perforce to be suspended for 
some time—that of writing personally to all and 
sundry among his correspondents. The weakness 
which habitually follows the disease fixed itself in the 
muscles of his right hand, and in his first letter to the 
Queen, written some weeks after the onset of the 
attack, he had to apologise for its illegible quality. 
His secretary, Mr. Barrington, reporting on this en- 
feebled condition to one of his ambassadors, added, 
however, that “‘ his mental energies seemed in no way 
depressed” (January, 1890). 

This was fortunate at the opening of that over- 
burdened year. Even the demands made upon him 
by Church patronage were subjected to the general 
law of pressure which marked it. There was a notably 
high rate of mortality upon the episcopal bench at this 
period. Out of the twenty Bishopries which fell to 
his appointment in the seven years covering this 
Ministry and the short one of ’85, as many as twelve 
were nominated in the course of 1890 and 1891. There 
were circumstances which added to the responsibility 
of selection. The Church was passing through one of 
those crises of Protestant alarm and provocation to 
which it is recurrently subject. The Church Associa- 
tion had gone to law with the Bishop of London to 
try and compel a prohibition of the newly erected 
reredos in St. Paul’s Cathedral and—what was pro- 
ductive of far stronger resentment—had instituted a 
prosecution, for “ritualistic practices,” of Bishop 
Xing of Lincoln—a prelate whose saintliness and 

1 See below, Chapter IX. 
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singular charm of character inspired a devoted cham- 
pionship among his sympathisers. Feeling in the 
Church ran very high on both sides. 

As a consequence the Queen was moved to an ex- 
ceptionally active interest in episcopal appointments, 
which did not make her Minister’s task easier. Their 
disagreements on this topic were frequent, and were 
kept healthy by an uncompromising candour in 
stating them. In that which divided them during the 
early months of 1890, general opinion would certainly 
have been on the Queen’s side. The Bishop of Dur- 
ham, Dr. Lightfoot, one of the most profound scholars 
and theologians that the Church of England has boasted, 
had died in the previous December. Urged by Arch- 
bishop Benson of Canterbury and Dr. Davidson—at 
that time Dean of Windsor—and supported by pub- 
lished opinions in the north of England, the Queen 
proposed and pressed for the appointment of Canon 
Westcott as his successor. He was a friend of Dr. 
Lightfoot’s, belonged to the same school of thought, 
and, though not of equal calibre, was also a man of 
very distinguished learning. But Lord Salisbury re- 
fused, and, during his convalescence from influenza, 
wrote at length to Sir Henry Ponsonby to explain his 
reasons : 


To Sir Henry Ponsonby, January 26, 1890." 


‘“*My Dear Sir Henry,—The Queen has recently 
communicated with me once or twice about bishops 
through you, and I think that, in view of the state of 
my handwriting, it may be more convenient if I write 
to you what I desire to submit to her. 

‘“‘T entirely concur in a remark she made in her 
last letter to me that episcopal appointments at the 
present time might affect the question of the disrup- 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 558. 
VOL. IV P 
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tion of the Church. I am deeply sensible of the re- 
sponsibility of advising her at this juncture—as the 
conflict between the two parties has become so hot 
that a trifle might kindle it into a dangerous flame. 
The exasperation on both sides is equal, the High 
Church being backed generally by a majority of the 
clergy, and the Low Church by a majority of the 
laity. 

‘ But I do respectfully differ from the Queen in 
thinking that a remedy for this particular disorder will 
be found in nominating a man like Canon Westcott to 
the See of Durham. . . . As a learned man he would 
be thrown away, as Lightfoot was thrown away. His 
time would be occupied in the petty details of diocesan 
administration ; and his unequalled erudition would 
become useless to the world for the want of leisure to 
produce it.” 


But there was another and more positive reason. 
Canon Westcott was a Broad Churchman, and as such 
would have no hold upon the combative spirits in the 
present ecclesiastical conflict : ‘“‘ I am far from saying 
that I would exclude the Broad Churchmen; they 
are, on the whole, the strongest men.’ But what he 
was anxious for in this emergency was to reinforce 
the Bench with a High Churchman and a Low Church- 
man “ of moderate temper and views’ who might be 
able to control their more violent brethren. He had 
marked down Durham for the desired pacificatory 
nomination on the Low Church side, and on the other 
side proposed to appoint to his own diocese of St. 
Albans—whose present Bishop, Dr. Claughton, had 
just sent in his resignation—his cousin, Dr. E. S. 
Talbot, then Vicar of Leeds —‘‘a reasonable and 
prudent High Churchman.” 

Failing him, he said, he should recommend the 
Dean of Windsor—a plan which ultimately broke 
down owing to the delicacy of the Dean’s health at 
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this time. The comment which follows is interesting 
as an appreciation, all the more since Dr. Davidson 
had had no opportunity as yet for showing his quality 
on any large field of action. 


‘‘ He has not the influence over High Churchmen 
which Talbot would have. On the other hand, his 
power of dealing with men is very great indeed. He 
ought to have a southern diocese, as he would be 
constantly wanted in London. I have no doubt that 
in time he would establish an influence over the Church 
not unlike that which Bishop Wilberforce possessed 
towards the close of his life.’’ 


There was further argumentative correspondence 
with the Queen before she surrendered reluctantly to 
her Minister’s veto—first, on her side, negativing one 
or two of his alternative suggestions. But when he 
was at length free to offer translation to the superior 
see to other Bishops of his choice, they one and all 
declined the promotion. They probably dreaded to 
undertake a diocese in which the claims of a man of 
such admittedly superior distinction to themselves 
had already been publicly canvassed. After the third 
refusal Lord Salisbury accepted defeat and, to his 
Sovereign’s triumphant satisfaction, offered the ap- 
pointment to Canon Westcott. Three months had 
been occupied in these transactions, and the Church 
public had become critically curious as to the causes 
of delay. 

It is very possible that attachment to his scheme 
of ecclesiastical statecraft was not solely responsible 
for Lord Salisbury’s pertinacity in so long resisting 
not only the Queen’s wishes but pressure from the 
diocese itself and from the majority of his ecclesiastical 
counsellors. It is permissible to suspect—though no 
written word of his admits the motive—that one of 
the attractions which the scheme had for him was the 
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logical defence which it supplied for avoiding Canon 
Westcott altogether. In spite of his genuine re- 
spect for his ‘‘ unequalled erudition,’ they were 
mentally antipathetic. “‘ The fog is very heavy in 
London to-day,” wrote Dr. Liddon at an earlier 
date in correspondence with a friend in the country, 
adding wittily : ‘‘ It is rumoured that Canon Westcott 
left his bedroom window open last night in West- 
minster.’ Lord Salisbury was hardly in complete 
sympathy with the uncompromising rigidity of Dr. 
Liddon’s theology. Indeed, travelling along his 
own road of a deliberately reverential rejection of 
analysis in the presence of the mysteries of faith, it is 
probable that on many points he reached a position 
not dissimilar from that of the Cambridge divine. 
But the hazy sequences of the latter’s mental pro- 
cesses were wholly alien to his own, and inspired him 
with intellectual distrust. 

Meanwhile, the other branch of his plan had also 
met with failure through Dr. Talbot’s refusal to aban- 
don Leeds after only two years incumbency of 
the living. The Prime Minister took advantage of 
cousinship and an old intimacy to give vent to his 
accumulated vexation : 


To the Rev. E. S. Talbot, March 8, 1890. 


‘““T am very sorry to receive your discouraging 
letter. 

“If good appointments are not made, at least half 
the responsibility lies with the ‘ good appointments ’ 
when they refuse, for it takes two to make an appoint- 
ment—like a quarrel. 

“Tam weary and at my wit’send. Ihave had three 
refusals of the see of Durham and I have not got a 
Bishop yet. It seems likely that I shall have to 
commence the same enlivening round with St. Albans. 


THE REFUSALS OF FIT MEN 213 


I should not mind if in any case the refusal was based 
on any solid, robust, practical reason. But they are 
all reasons of the type you have sent me in your letter. 
‘* Possible Bishops are according to my experience 
divided into three classes :— 
(1) Those who, in my view, are not fit. 
(2) Those who seem to me fit and whom I am not 
_ allowed to ask, and 
(8) Those whom I am allowed to ask but who find 
some coy excuse for refusing. 


‘Forgive me for my mutinous spirit, but I am in 
despair.” 

Dr. Talbot defended himself. ‘‘ Are you quite 
fair to me? Please remember that I have raised no 
plea of unfitness,—no ‘coy excuse’ or ‘nolo epis- 
copari,—but only this, that I do not think I can 
leave the work so lately taken up here without moral 
injury to the Church’s work here. Ought I to have 
come here—I might almost say, to have been sent 
here !—if I was to leave it so soon?”’? He hoped that 
his defence would be accepted, as it would pain him 
to be misjudged by one who was “not only Prime 
Minister and a great Churchman, but, to him, some- 
thing like a House Chief by the ties of at least two 
generations.” 

The Prime Minister was more than placated. After 
his return to office five years later, in 1895, the first 
diocese that fell to his gift—that of Southwark—was 
offered to the writer, and accepted—seven years being 
happily adjudged sufficient for the establishment of 
continuity in Church work at Leeds. 

After Dr. Talbot’s refusal, Lord Salisbury offered 
St. Albans to Dr. Liddon—the offer being intended 


1 His predecessor at Leeds having been made a Bishop, the choice of 
incumbent had, for that presentation, passed to the Crown ; though, under 
the arrangement come to for this Ministry, the appointment had fallen, in 
fact, not to Lord Salisbury but to Mr. Smith, as First Lord of the Treasury. 
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as the public recognition of a debt due rather than 
with any expectation of its acceptance. Eighteen 
months before, when the great preacher and _ theo- 
logian’s health had, in fact, already begun to fail, the 
Prime Minister had recommended him for the see of 
Oxford and had remonstrated with the Queen with 
unaccustomed warmth at her persistent denial of his 
claims: ‘‘ Lord Salisbury would be wanting in his 
duty if he did not state frankly his opinion that the 
exclusion of Canon Liddon from the Episcopate, or at 
least from the offer of it, is a severe measure, which is 
likely to do harm to the Church of England.” The 
Canon, he said, was so much the most brilliant living 
member of the clergy of the Established Church, that 
his being continuously passed over for promotion 
constituted a censure for which Churchmen were 
unable to see a reason—the personal reflection upon 
him being emphasised by the coincident appointment 
of men of more extreme opinions: “‘ Many misappre- 
hensions are current as to the course that has been 
observed with respect to him: and feelings are 
engendered which are not salutary for the Church, 
and may be detrimental to Your Majesty’s authority 
in it” (July 6, 1888).1 

The Queen yielded so far as to say that she would 
postpone decision until Lord Salisbury had enquired 
into the state of Dr. Liddon’s health. For the offer 
to depend on that enquiry made the concession 
useless for Lord Salisbury’s purpose, and he acted 
only when she substituted an unconditional consent 
in the case of the St. Albans diocese. It was not then 
realised how near Dr. Liddon was to his death. Its 
occurrence only six months later invested the belated 
offer with a quality of irony rather than of the repara- 
tory compliment intended. 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 426. 
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The battle in the Church continued to rage through- 
out this year until the deliverance of the Lambeth 
judgment on Bishop King’s case in November and the 
final refusal of the Court of Appeal in December to 
issue a Mandamus against the Bishop of London, 
closed the unedifying struggle. Lord Salisbury’s Low 
Church friend, Lord Harrowby, appears to have 
demurred to some choice of a representative of that 
school of thought as being too inclusive in his evangeli- 
cal loyalty. 


To Lord Harrowby, October 22, 1890. 


“J am not sure that I agree with you as to the 
desire for comprehension being a disqualification. I 
think both High Church and Evangelical have a right 
to due representation on the Bench—but I do not 
think that they have a right to demand pugnacious 
representation. 

*“I wish that people would preach on the text, 
* Brother goeth to law with brother, and that before 
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the unbelievers ’. 
He returned to the same text a fortnight later : 


To Lord Harrowby, November 3, 1890. 


‘*I do not hope to obtain the approval of theo- 
logians of D.’s sort—on either side. These mere 
gladiators do no good at all. When they are not 
indulging in mere party passion, the whole perspective 
of their minds is dislocated. I frankly don’t believe 
in the piety of either Dr. L. or Lord G.” ! 


In writing to Sir Michael Hicks-Beach a few 
months later his reassuring rejection of a militant 
clerical partisan, against whom Sir Michael had warned 
him, was even fiercer: ‘‘ P. is much too combative a 
man for me. I look upon such men as curses to the 
Church” (May 27, 1891). 


1 Leading champions of the High and Low Church extremists. 
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(8) THE Commons LEADERSHIP 


During their visit to the Riviera, before the intro- 
duction of the Home Rule Bill in 1886, Lord and Lady 
Salisbury had decided upon the purchase of a piece of 
land at Beaulieu,! on which to build a house in pre- 
paration for those periodic escapes from the English 
winter which were becoming an almost annual neces- 
sity for the preservation of his always delicately poised 
balance of health. The completed purchase of the 
site from a number of small peasant holders and the 
planning of the house to be built on it had since been 
slowly proceeded with. When he was at Monte Carlo 
in ’90, finishing his convalescence from influenza, final 
orders for the building had been given, and in October, 
’91, before returning home from their annual stay at 
Puys, he and Lady Salisbury paid a hurried visit to 
the coast to inspect progress in their new possession. 

While they were there they heard by telegram of 
Mr. Smith’s death on October 6. He had been in bad 
health all that year, but better reports had been 
received since the prorogation and the end came 
suddenly. Lord Salisbury’s letters have more than 
one reference to his personal sorrow for the loss of this 
friend and “ most loveable man.” His occasional 
protests against what he regarded as his lieutenant’s 
undue concessions to the enemy across the floor of the 
House never stiffened into opposition, and the mutual 
confidence of the two men was of rock-like solidity. 
He always quoted Mr. Smith as the supreme example 
of a favourite thesis, that character is the most 
essential element in a man’s equipment for public 
life. 

Mr. Smith’s intellectual gifts were no doubt under- 
rated by the public owing to his deficiency in that of 

* See ante, Vol, IJ. Chapter X. p. 296. 
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oratory. Observers on the spot used to comment on 
the infinite dexterity with which he would choose his 
battle-ground and manceuyre his opponents on to 
it; on his accurate recognition of the psychological 
moment for compromise or for resistance. But there 
were other qualities which were primarily responsible 
for his five years’ achievement in one of the most 
difficult House of Commons leaderships that a man 
has ever had to face ;—that of a composite and still 
unfused majority against the assaults of a relentless 
opposition, led by two such parliamentary giants as 
were, each in his own way, Mr. Gladstone and Mr. 
Parnell. The patent singleness of his outlook, his 
incapacity for even the most excusable forms of self- 
seeking, the sense of duty which knew no compromise 
and was a perpetual challenge to the emulation of 
others, secured respect from opponents and—which 
was more important—compliance even from wearied 
or exasperated followers. When inevitable rough- 
nesses emerged they were smoothed by a tact which 
was unfailing and irresistible because it was simply 
the projection upon his business intercourse of a 
complete charity. 

The choice of his successor was on the face of it a 
difficult one ;—actually there was never an alternative. 
The success of Mr. Balfour’s administration in Ireland 
had been phenomenal. He had found a country 
seething with disorder and with a tradition of political 
and agrarian crime which had extended over a genera- 
tion. In the teeth of resistance, highly organised and 
avowedly sympathised with by the whole Liberal 
Opposition in England, he had so completely effected 
its pacification that he had been able this year, in 
nearly every district, to withdraw the special executive 
powers conferred by the Crimes Act. This triumph 
had been accompanied by an equal brilliancy of 
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victory in debate over his critics at Westminster, and 
these positive appeals to favour were strengthened 
negatively by the departmental absorption which had 
isolated him from all fugitive jealousies and discon- 
tents in the House itself. 

There were two men on the front ministerial bench 
who were by many years his senior both in age and in 
experience of leadership. Sir Michael Hicks Beach 
had led his party in the House of Commons for a year 
and was one of its most brilliant debaters. But, even 
in that generation noted for examples of personal 
disinterestedness in its public men, he had signalised 
his capacity for unadvertised self-effacement. His 
volunteered withdrawal to make room for Lord 
Randolph’s more brilliant popularity had already 
placed him out of the immediate running, and he now 
took an early opportunity, speaking at a public meet- 
ing within a week of Mr. Smith’s death, to renew and 
emphasise his renunciation. The position with regard 
to Mr. Goschen was more complicated. As Chancellor 
of the Exchequer he occupied actually the post of 
official heirship ; he had acted throughout these five 
sessions as Mr. Smith’s deputy and had repeatedly 
led the House in his absence. His great ability and 
powers of speaking were unquestioned, and he had 
rendered brilliant service to the cause of the Union on 
the platform as well as in the House. But he still 
called himself a Liberal Unionist and had refused to 
join the Carlton Club. Also, a reason not so openly 
alluded to, he was still associated with the sessional 
failure of 1890. The Conservative M.P.’s would have 
none of him, and when Lord Salisbury returned to 
England on October 12 he found their call for Mr. 
Balfour unhesitating and unanimous. 

He was not altogether happy from either the 
personal or the party point of view in the course thus 
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prescribed for him. Two days after he had landed 
he wrote to Lady Salisbury, whom he had left behind 
on the Riviera, ‘“‘ There is no help for it,—Arthur must 
take it. Beach was possible: Goschen is not. But 
I think it is bad for Arthur—and I do not feel certain 
how the experiment will end”’ (October 14, 1891). 


To Lord George Hamilton, October 16, 1891. 


“TI feel at every turn how serious a loss dear old 
Smith has been. It was impossible to persuade him 
to pull up in time—we tried very hard. But I am 
not in complete charity with his doctor. 

** The selection of his successor cannot be said to be 
difficult because the set of opinion is driving me 
irresistibly in one direction. But it is embarrassing 
and painful. Arthur will take the reins under very 
unpromising circumstances and will be exposed to 
very jealous criticism, and Goschen js, I think, hardly 
used by some in the party who do not sufficiently 
recognise his great ability and his very loyal service. 
The difficulty is his not being one of us—his refusing 
to belong to the Carlton. I feel how much this fact 
might chill the ardour of our supporters at a critical 
moment. 

‘*But I confess it will be very painful to me if—as 
seems probable—I have to pass over Goschen. But 
I cannot look upon anything as decided until I have 
seen Hartington.” 


Mr. Balfour, who was at Whittingehame, was 
summoned to town, where, as his uncle reported to 
Sir Michael Beach, he accepted his promotion “ with 
rather a wry face.’ He had achieved not only success 
in Ireland but, rather marvellously as matters stood, 
popularity also, and it was a wrench to leave it 
even for such advancement. Lord Hartington was at 
Newmarket ;—it was the week of the Cesarewitch 
stakes: ‘‘ Our political arrangements,” scoffed his 
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unsporting ally to Lady Salisbury, “ are necessarily 
hung up till some particular quadruped has run for 
something.” But he returned to London on the 
seventeenth and concurred in the general judgment. 
So that evening Lord Salisbury wrote to impart to his 
Chancellor of the Exchequer the “very painful” 
decision of which he had spoken to Lord George 
Hamilton. 

He dwelt at length on the impossibility of inducing 
members to work and vote keenly and heartily for a 
leader who was avowedly not belonging to their party : 
‘“* The upshot of the matter is that you possess, in our 
judgment, all the qualities required for a House of 
Commons leader at this juncture, except one. . . . In 
opinion you are more Conservative than many of your 
colleagues. . . . The self-abnegation you have shown 
will raise your reputation even higher than it is.” 
But there was no getting over the sentiment of 
separateness—particularly in the irrational frame of 
mind induced in a political party on the eve of an 
election. He spoke of his own feelings in language 
that was perfectly sincere but in its elaboration 
suggested a mind not quite at ease as to those of his 
correspondent—particularly as contrasted with the 
unconventional intimacy of their ordinary intercourse. 


“TI have felt reluctance to seem for a moment to 
be insensible to the splendid services you have rendered 
to the Unionist party and your unswerving kindness 
to myself. We owe you very much for the lustre your 
finance has shed over the career of the Administration; 
and for the steady and loyal exercise of your influence 
in keeping the two sections together. This matter 
has been to me one of great anxiety, for reasons you 
will well understand.” 


The deprecatory note was emphasised in the final 
phrase: ‘ Again thanking you for all you have done 
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for us ;—I hope you will not think I am making a poor 
return’ (October 17, 1891). 

The answer must have reassured him. The 
thoughts of the superseded minister seemed mainly 
directed—apart from the interests of the sacred 
‘“ Cause ’’—to the consolation of the chief who was 
passing him over. 


*“ Nothing could be kinder or more considerate 
than the terms of your letter and I am heartily grateful 
for all you say. I quite understand the reasons that 
have induced you (shall I say compelled you almost) 
to arrive at this decision. You will have gathered 
from what Akers-Douglas will have told you how 
entirely I acquiesce. . 

““T have been quite convinced lately that Balfour 
was the man who should, at a most important moment, 
be able to command the enthusiastic support of all 
Unionists. I have the greatest confidence in his 
success and no one will desire it more ardently than 
I do.” (October 19, 1891.) ? 


The words were fully borne out by deeds, and, once 
the new relations had been established, the younger 
leader’s power of charm made all things easy. 


1 Life of Lord Goschen, vol. ii. p. 186. 2 Ibid. p. 188. 


CHAPTER VIII 
THE PARTITION OF AFRICA (1) 
1885-1889 
THE ONSET OF THE SCRAMBLE 


THE closing years of the nineteenth century were 
marked by an advance of the white races upon the 
continent of Africa which, in its circumstance, was a 
unique phenomenon in history. Wars of conquest 
had little or no part in it; such fighting as took place 
was incidental. Yet, except for the Soudan and the 
eastern Sahara—reserved for absorption seven years 
later—it overran within the space of one decade the 
whole of the black populated continent where it was 
not already occupied by the scattered settlements of 
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. And the 
extent and rapidity of its accomplishment were not 
more remarkable than the number of nations that 
were independently and by a simultaneous impulse 
engaged in it. 

This invasion was the product of forces over which 
Governments have little control and which it is not 
easy to identify. Some writers have postulated, as 
an all-sufficing explanation of it, the European demand 
for new markets which was created by the industrial 
revolution at the beginning of the nineteenth century. 
That is not very satisfying. It leaves a time-gap of 


some fifty years between cause and effect and it takes 
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no account of the special features which differentiated 
the African invasion from other admitted results 
of this economic pressure. A number of contribu- 
tory causes nearer to the date might be cited.1. But 
they affected only individual white nations and par- 
ticular regions of Africa. Two phenomena of general 
European incidence may be suggested, however, as 
having had a preparatory and distinctive influence. 
One was the passion for adventure which the close of 
the Napoleonic wars and the long peace which fol- 
lowed let loose throughout the young manhood of 
Europe. It expressed itself in the cosmopolitan 
stream of explorers which, from 1820 onwards, flowed 
continuously into and through Africa—a flow in which 
scores of men, drawn from many nations and all 
classes, risked, and in the majority of instances 
ultimately sacrificed, their lives to the ardour of dis- 
covery. They spread the contagion of the dark 
continent’s fascination through their respective 
countries and made it, for two generations, the centre 
both of romantic and of purposeful imaginations. 
The other phenomenon was the slave-raiding horror 
which the reports of Livingstone and his contem- 
poraries in the 60’s and 70’s first made vivid to the 
Christian public. Cynical commentators have doubted 
the genuineness and extent of the revolt of conscience 
which was roused by this revelation of preventable 
human agony on a vast scale. But its reality was 
witnessed to by the stubbornness of resolve which it 
engendered. More than once in these later years a 
consent to compromise on this issue with the Arab 
and other dominant slave-making races would have 
smoothed the way for national ambition or individual 


1 The cutting of the Suez Canal; the diamond and gold discoveries in 
South Africa ; the British occupation of Egypt ; the revival of France after 
the Franco-German war and her discontent with her European outlook. 
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profit and saved expenditure in money and the lives 
of men. But consent was always refused. 

A double effect can be diagnosed from these two 
categories of roused emotions. They assisted, through 
the financial support which they encouraged, the 
operation of that economic pressure which had hitherto 
been held back by the disabilities of African climate 
and disease; and when the trading ventures started 
they surrounded them with a popular sympathy which 
—with or without the will of Governments—trans- 
formed them into national enterprises. 

In the atmosphere thus prepared, a multiplicity of 
individual motives, mingled of every shade of selfish- 
ness and altruism, were combined in the culminat- 
ing initiation of the onrush ;—the urge of trade, the 
ardour of evangelisation, the love of gain, the pride 
of empire, the conscious trusteeship of civilisation, 
the jealousies of patriotism. Its continuance was in- 
evitable from the moment that contact was fully 
established between races so far apart in the scale of 
progress. By the bulk of the black population it 
was acquiesced in and, at the outset, universally wel- 
comed. Later on there were revolts on the part of its 
more masterful tribes—who were also its most blood- 
thirsty—against the forfeiture of their local supremacy, 
while from the hybrid Moslems who had _ hitherto 
represented, and cruelly abused, racial superiority 
resistance was often desperate. There were gruesome 
episodes, but on the whole the blood-price exacted 
for this conquest of a continent for civilisation would 
compare favourably with less extensive revolutions. 
Perhaps its two most remarkable features, and those 
which mainly concern us here, were that it was 
accomplished without any serious quarrel between 
the white Powers engaged in it, in spite of the hot 
rivalry which inspired their nationals on the spot, and 
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that the complex arrangements which embodied it, un- 
like other territorial apportionments on a large scale, 
have called for no subsequent modification. For these 
results the statesmen of that generation may claim 
credit. Among them Lord Salisbury was the leading 
figure, partly on account of his personal character- 
istics, partly because he represented the country which 
enjoyed a priority of opportunity in most of the regions 
affected. 

That priority, in its reaction upon opinion at home, 
constituted one of his major difficulties. In the 
speech in the House of Lords in which, in the summer 
of 1890, he defended his final settlement with Ger- 
many, he dwelt upon the special circumstances which 
had encouraged his fellow-countrymen to exaggerated 
and therefore disappointed expectations. Lord Rose- 
bery was one of them, and had criticised him for having 
originally admitted Germany to a competition of 
empire in East Africa when the position which England 
had already acquired in Zanzibar entitled her to claim 
an exclusive domination. But Lord Salisbury re- 
minded his audience of the significant change which 
had taken place during the last ten years throughout 
the African continent—incidentally exonerating Eng- 
land from the charge of having been the initiator of an 
aggressive Imperialism. 

‘“Up to ten years ago we remained masters of 
Africa, practically, or the greater part of it, without 
being put to the inconvenience of protectorates or 
anything of that sort, by the simple fact that we were 
masters of the sea and that we have had considerable 
experience in dealing with native races. So much was 
that the case that we left enormous stretches of coast 
to the native rulers in the full confidence that they 
would go on under native rulers and in the hope that 
they would gradually acquire their own proper civilisa- 
tion without any interference on our part. 

VOL. IV Q 
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‘Then, suddenly, we found out that that position, 
however convenient, had no foundation whatever in 
international law.: We had no rights over all these 
vast stretches of coast, both on the West and East 
coasts of Africa. We had no power of preventing any 
other nation from coming in and seizing a portion of 
them.” (July 10, 1890.) 


It was no longer a case of leaving the natives to 
themselves. A new spirit was abroad, and other 
Powers—it was as true of France as it was of Germany, 
and to a lesser degree of Italy, Belgium, Portugal— 
asserted their right to have a share in directing the 
destinies of these masterless lands. Lord Granville 
first, and he himself later, had been confronted with 
these demands in respect of territories to which Eng- 
land had no legal claim, though Englishmen had come 
to look upon them as a field providentially set apart 
for the operation of their enterprise. A refusal of 
acquiescence would have been internationally intoler- 
able. ‘‘ It was impossible that England should have 
the right to lock up the whole of Africa and say that 
nobody should be there except herself.”’ 

The contention so stated was unanswerable. But 
there was scarcely one of the parts of which that whole 
was composed for which there were not groups among 
his fellow-countrymen anxious to dispute its validity. 
Explorers who had taken their plunge into the un- 
known with the odds of previous ventures heavily 
against their return ; officials who, single-handed, had 
extemporised law and order amidst conflicting mobs of 
black savagery; traders who had wagered El Dorado 
against death, and, paying with their persons, had 
made even balance-sheets romantic; to these and 
such as these, with the friends grouped behind them in 
each adventure of peril or hardship, England’s right 
to lock up that particular district of Africa appeared 
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patent. They were loyal in final submission—indeed 
surprisingly so, when all the conditions are considered 
—but since foreigners’ rights were to weigh against 
theirs when the time came for the diplomatic de- 
limitation of frontiers, they not unnaturally felt that 
it was up to them to minimise beforehand as far as 
possible the actuality of those rights. They rushed 
competitive advances into all unappropriated terri- 
tory, and their fellows of other nationalities did the 
same. The bewildered native chieftains complaisantly 
pledged contradictory loyalties and granted over- 
lapping concessions, while the unlucky ‘armchair ”’ 
politicians, in the far-off capitals of Europe, were left 
to solve as best they could the resultant problems of 
title. The “scramble” for Africa which had begun 
in the early eighties attained during these last years a 
multiple momentum. 

Lord Salisbury was not unsympathetic to the 
spirit of this advance. His habitual dislike to the 
forcible imposition of superior standards could not 
maintain itself in the presence of the cruelty and 
degradation which permeated indigenous Africa, and 
he shared to the full in his fellow-countrymen’s belief 
in the special vocation of Englishmen for the re- 
generation of uncivilised humanity. But in the 
specific action to be taken in fulfilment of that voca- 
tion differences arose which marred his popularity 
with the Anglo-African world. He was authoritative 
in insisting that he must be the sole judge as to the 
priority to be given to alternative objects in the 
interests of the whole, and men’s hearts on the spot 
grew sore when the fruit of their labours was threatened 
for some purpose too wide or too remote for them to 
visualise. Then, he combined with his patriotic faith 
an imaginative appreciation of the foreigners’ point of 
view, and his will to meet it wherever possible was 
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inevitably repellent to the single-minded nationalism 
of the local venturers. In the speech which has already 
been quoted from, he referred to the hesitations through 
which he had passed before deciding to take imperial 
control of their activities. The immediate. reference 
was to the negotiations with Germany, but the de- 
scription would have applied also, with qualifications, 
to those with France on the West African frontiers. 


‘““T will say that, during these negotiations,®it 
occurred to me more than once that it might be wiser 
to break them off altogether and to allow the years to 
pass over us until the natural progress of civilisation 
and the struggle for existence should have determined, 
in a far more effective way than can be done by pro- 
tocols and treaties, who are to be supreme, and in 
what parts of that vast continent each nation is to 
rule. But, on reflection, we could not convince our- 
selves that that, though for the most part comfortable 
course, would be our duty; because, in front of this 
advancing tide of colonisation, there are numbers of 
men of both nationalities,—-men of energy and strong 
will, but not distinguished by any great restraint over 
their feelings,—who would be urging in every part 
where rivalry existed and the two Powers touched, 
the claims of each nation to supremacy in each par- 
ticular piece of territory; . . . trying to establish by 
means which must constantly degenerate into violence, 
the supremacy of that nation for which they were 
passionately contending.” 


The echo of the collisions which must follow would 
be magnified in the press of both countries until the 
Governments themselves might be unable to resist 
the contagion of feeling: “I fear that if the existing 
state of things had gone on, harmony between the 
two countries might not have been long maintained ”’ 
(July 10, 1890). 

In an earlier Cabinet memorandum, he had con- 
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fessed to his colleagues to the same temptation and had 
admitted the added lure of a conviction that, if the 
Government were to stand aside and leave individual 
forces to operate, the British would, within a very 
few years, become masters of all the territories in 
dispute because ‘‘the number of their adventurers ”’ 
was far larger than that of their rivals. His resistance 
to this temptation, his resolve to keep control over 
these many cross-currents of excited cosmopolitan 
ambition, constitutes the theme of the present record. 
It transmuted a confusion of independent movement 
into an expansion of Empire more rapid and far- 
reaching than by his own choice he would ever have 
initiated, but, in all probability, it saved the colonising 
Powers of Europe—and others by their contagion— 
from the catastrophe of a general war. 

One quarter of Africa can be dismissed at the out- 
set from the complex history. On the more southerly 
part of its western coast, the delimitation of white 
sovereignty was already an accomplished fact when 
Lord Salisbury took office. In 1883-84, the German 
annexation of Angra Pequena had raised violent 
protests from Cape Colony, which, as the district 
was wholly unoccupied at the time, could rest only 
upon that tacit claim to universal African dominion 
to which Lord Salisbury demurred in the speech 
quoted. ‘* A Monroe doctrine for Africa ! ” exclaimed 
Prince Bismarck in angry denial, and Lord Granville 
had had to retreat with some loss of face from the 
indefensible position into which he had been thrust 
by his colleague at the Colonial Office. Germany had 
entrenched the position thus successfully asserted by 
proclaiming a protectorate over the whole coast—out- 
side of England’s actual settlement in Walfisch Bay— 
up to the frontier of Portugal’s centuries-old colony 


of Angola. 
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North of that came the widespread delta of the 
Congo mouths, whose estuaries had been sprinkled 
with small trading posts of many nationalities, which 
were repeated on the coast of the Cameroons beyond, 
in that re-entrant corner of Africa which lies between 
the watersheds of the Congo and the Niger. In 1879, 
King Leopold of the Belgians had launched a privately 
financed expedition through the jungles of the Congo 
valley, under the leadership of Mr. Henry Stanley, the 
latest and most famous of British explorers. Lieu- 
tenant de Brazza had simultaneously engaged upon a 
similar adventure in the same region to the glory of 
France, and, by 1882, the Congo Free State and the 
French Congo had emerged as recognised political 
entities, though as yet with no trade and with nebulous 
frontiers. 

This rapid development of Belgian and French 
enterprise, simultaneously with a German advance in 
the Cameroons, and the consequent breathless race 
of zealous consuls of many nationalities to secure 
concessions and alliances from all unattached tribes 
in their neighbourhood, had entailed the summoning 
of a Conference at Berlin in 1885 for the purpose of 
sorting out the resultant national claims. The pre- 
valence of fever and of impenetrable jungle in those 
regions, and the absence of mineral incitements, made 
accommodation comparatively easy. There was an 
agreed rounding off of frontiers, in which England 
disinterested herself finally from the locality by ex- 
changing her settlements in the Cameroons against 
those which a German Company had interposed in the 
midst of her developing colonies on the Niger. Thus, 
in the period from 1885 to 1890 with which we are 
concerned, the West Coast south of that river had 
become of little interest to diplomacy. The destinies 
of the vast regions in the centre and east of the con- 
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tinent, with those in its western “bulge”? north of the 
Niger mouths, proved sufficient, however, to claim 
from it an activity which, in the last two years of the 
time spoken of, became one of absorbing demand. 
This was in part due to the emergence in the 
interval of the British Chartered Companies—a unique 
revival of earlier methods in commercial and political 
expansion. There were three of them—all of which 
received their Charters within the space of three years. 
The idea appears to have originated with Sir George 
Goldie, the founder and administrator of the Niger 
Company and one of the two or three men whose 
forceful personalities determined African history in 
that generation. After some years’ negotiation with 
Government, he obtained a Charter for the “ Royal 
Niger Company” from Mr. Gladstone’s ministry 
during its brief return to power in the summer of 1886. 
The East African Charter followed in April ’88, and 
the South African one—under Mr. Cecil Rhodes’ 
impulsion—in October ’89. The conditions on which 
these Charters were granted differed in material 
particulars from those of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries. The Companies duly received 
monopolist rights in trade and administration in the 
districts allocated to them, but with the obligation 
imposed to promote a civilising as well as a commercial 
development: their fiscal powers were limited: the 
Imperial Government reserved rights of supervision 
over their native policy and practice, an exclusive 
control over their external relations, and the right to 
withdraw the Charters if the objects for which they 
had been granted were not achieved to its satisfac- 
tion. With the doubtful exception of the Niger Com- 
pany, the experiment was financially a failure. 
‘“‘ Our shareholders have to take out their dividends 
in philanthropy,” was the rueful admission of Sir 
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William Mackinnon, the chairman and first adminis- 
trator of the East African Company. With an added 
inspiration of Empire building, the same confession 
might have been made by the South African promoters. 
That it should have been possible, nevertheless, to 
raise funds from private investors for all three ventures 
within such a short space of time was characteristic of 
the degree to which Africa had possessed the public 
imagination and the contradictory types of motive to 
which it appealed. 

The high popular estimate of Great Britain’s 
special claim to supremacy in East Africa, nurtured 
in the first instance by the achievements of her 
explorers and reinforced by Mr. Rhodes’ enthusiasm, 
had, in fact, no foundation in any original pre-eminence 
there. Her established influence in the island capital 
of the old Zanzibar Empire } had lost importance with 
the dwindling of that Empire’s authority on the 
mainland. Except among the Arab population on 
the coast, this had practically disappeared. In 1885 
German traders had secured the larger half of com- 
merce in the island itself and, on the mainland, had 
been decisively beforehand with their British rivals 
both in point of time and of the extent of territory 
covered. Their superiority had been recognised in 
those agreements of October 1886, to which Lord 
Rosebery demurred in the House of Lords. There 
were two of those agreements, drawn up by an Inter- 
national Commission which had been appointed during 
Lord Salisbury’s Ministry of 1885. Under the first, 
the Sultan of Zanzibar consented to renounce his 
claims to illimitable empire on the mainland in return 
for an international recognition of his sovereignty over 
the strip of coastline, some 600 miles in length and 


1 Originating mainly in her despotic interferences with the Slave Trade. 
See Chapter VIII. in Vol. III. of this book. 
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averaging 10 in width, where settled Arab occupa- 
tion gave it actual existence. Under the other, the 
“spheres of interest” assigned to the British and 
German East African Companies in the interior were 
delimitated. This phrase—or the alternative “‘spheres 
of influence ’’—which became all-pervading in African 
negotiations, was convenient as establishing an option 
in possession as against other civilised Powers, without 
the necessity of immediate occupation. Thus, in this 
case, the two Companies became entitled, without 
competition from each other, to make treaties with or 
obtain concessions from native chiefs in the still un- 
surveyed territory on either side of the dividing line. 
In drawing it, operations already engaged were the 
determining consideration with the Commissioners, 
and the Germans, therefore, obtained a basic frontier 
upon the Arab coast nearly three times as long as that 
of the British. The division between them in its 
prolongation inland was admittedly provisional. The 
territory lying round and beyond the great lakes was, 
at that date, unmapped, but half explored, and as yet 
untouched by trading pioneers. 

The process of more or less peaceful penetration 
thus prepared for was interrupted by an unexpected 
interlude of disorder which had the unfortunate effect 
of embittering the relations between the British and 
Germans on the spot. The Zanzibar Sultan—like 
other oriental princes before and since—was in acute 
need of funds for the maintenance of his harem 
luxuries. He at once proceeded to secure cash value 
for the legalised title for which he had exchanged his 
larger and less tangible claims. In May 1887, he 
granted, for a substantial rent, a lease to the British 
East African Company of that northern portion of his 
coastal strip which bordered their “‘ sphere of interest.” 
He was longer in coming to terms with their neigh- 
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bours, but in April 1888 he made a similar arrange- 
ment with the German Company as regarded the 
longer southern portion. The leases carried with them 
full powers of administration. 

The heads of the British Company, though without 
previous training in the art of government, had dis- 
played the national facility in establishing peaceful 
control over the stormy Moslem Arabs of the coast. 
Their German colleagues were not so successful. The 
Sultan’s authority was formally transferred to them in 
August ’88; a revolt followed almost immediately, 
provoked, so their critics declared, by an abnormal 
display of incompetence on their part, and by the end 
of the first week in September they had been driven by 
the infuriated Arabs out of every coastal station in the 
territory assigned to them except Dar-es-Salaam and 
Bagamayo. There was instant fear of the disorder 
spreading to British territory ; all trading operations 
were suspended; European lives were endangered 
and, before the winter was over, several, both among 
Germans and British, had been sacrificed. English- 
men on the spot and at home were loud-voiced in 
denunciation of the Teutonic marplots. 

Lord Salisbury’s first anxiety was lest Prince 
Bismarck should wreak his indignation upon the Arab 
capital of England’s ally. 


To Sir Edward Malet, September 18, 1888. 


‘* T hope we shall not have trouble about Zanzibar. 
We will do all we can to make the Sultan give what 
help is in his power, but his power is not great. This 
weakness must not be made a pretext for attacking the 
island of Zanzibar. If there is any indication of such 
an intention, protest energetically. 

* We have left Prince Bismarck free hand in Samoa 
(and a pretty mess he has made of it!), but. we can not 
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do so in Zanzibar. The English and Indian interests 
are both too strong.” 

There was danger also from Italian militancy. 
Italy had engaged in a quarrel with the Sultan over 
the lease of Kismayu on the Jubaland coast. She 
claimed a grant of it from his predecessor which he 
showed a disposition to repudiate, and only Lord 
Salisbury’s intervention had prevented her that 
summer from carrying out a threat to bombard his 
capital. On September 26 a warning note was sent to 
Lord George Hamilton at the Admiralty: “I am 
sorry to be keeping your fleet at Zanzibar—but you 
see I was not wrong in thinking that there was going 
to be trouble; and I do not like to let the ships go 
until Crispi has definitely abandoned his intention of 
bombarding Zanzibar. As soon as they are free, I 
want them to make a promenade in the Persian Gulf to 
see what the Turks are at at Fao.” 

Count Hatzfeldt, whilst attempting no defence of 
his blundering compatriots, appealed to Lord Salis- 
bury in this moment of crisis for moral support against 
the common enemy. He suggested that white solid- 
arity should be publicly witnessed to by a combined 
and intensive naval blockade in Zanzibar waters 
against the Slave Trade and the importation of arms. 
Solidarity with the Germans was the last thing which 
British opinion was anxious to witness to at that 
moment. But Lord Salisbury’s judgment of his allies’ 
mentality—perhaps also the recollection of a not 
dissimilar crisis in Egypt, seven years before, and the 
penalty which France had then paid for passivity— 
were decisive against standing aside. The Cabinet 
were scattered, and he communicated the proposal to 
Mr. Goschen with the diffident comment: ‘“ I do not 
like to assent to so important a proposal as this with- 
out some authority besides my own” (October 9). But 
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he expressed in the same note his certainty of its being 
the “right thing to do,” and when Mr. Goschen’s 
opinion proved unfavourable, persisted as regarded its 
principal and least popular feature. He explained 
his reasons—which were of necessity not those with 
which he argued the defence of his action in public. 


To Mr. Goschen, October 14, 1888. 


‘* It keeps our ships by the side of the German ships 
during the whole of the operation and therefore en- 
forces upon them such moderation as suits our ideas. 
No doubt, by allowing them to act alone, we may avoid 
a possible confusion in the Arab mind which would 
involve us in a portion of their discredit. But this is 
a small matter compared to the importance of prevent- 
ing the Germans from suddenly turning on to the 
Sultan in the Island of Zanzibar itself, and effacing 
him altogether. ...I have done all I can to re- 
commend patience and slowness of movement and 
allowance of time for the ebullition to subside. I 
think Hatzfeldt is quite sensible of all the brutalities 
and follies of which his countrymen have been guilty : 
whether he can infuse this view into the Chancellor I 
do not know. He urges very strongly that we should 
enter an appearance in whatever is done for the pur- 
pose of preventing his people from doing anything 
hasty or rash: ‘ Et puis,’ as he says, ‘il y a lami 
Crispi.’ We shall also prevent any Italian adventures. 
The great anxiety with respect to Zanzibar is that both 
Germany and Italy, if they do not get any outrageous 
demand gratified, are always hinting that they will 
bombard Zanzibar. You speak severely of Bismarck’s 
action,—he is an angel of light compared to Crispi. . . . 
In cynical and arrogant injustice it is impossible to 
surpass Crispi’s policy towards Zanzibar. We have 
only prevented him exacting what he pleased from 
the Sultan, by keeping the squadron at Zanzibar and 
intimating pretty plainly that force would be repelled 
by force.” 
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On the 29th the agreement with Germany was 
signed. He defended it to the Queen on the same 
grounds that he had urged it on Mr. Goschen. 

“It would be possible, of course, to stand aside 
and allow Germany and Italy to act alone. But in 
that case they would act without a check and would 
probably, before they had finished, turn their arms 
against the Sultan in the island of Zanzibar.”’ (October 
29, 1888.)! 

Throughout the whole of the following winter the 
Arab insurrection continued until the German Govern- 
ment had completed its arrangements for taking 
the administration of its colony out of the hands of 
the impossible company-directors. Lord Salisbury’s 
policy of collaboration was profoundly unpopular in 
his own country. There was widespread fear that the 
Arabs, ceasing to distinguish between the two nations, 
might vent their anger upon British mission posts, 
isolated in the interior. The Queen was much moved 
on this score, and Sir John Kennaway, a supporter of 
the Universities’ Mission, wrote among others to urge 
this danger upon the Prime Minister. Colonel Euan 
Smith, the British Consul-General in Zanzibar, had 
telegraphed to advise the immediate withdrawal of 
the Mission—advice which was not followed. 


To Sir John Kennaway, November 4, 1888. 


“I felt bound to transmit to the Universities’ 
Mission the recommendation telegraphed with regard 
to them by Colonel Euan Smith. But I do not myself 
believe in the danger,—that is to say, I do not believe 
that our acting with the Germans will create any 
danger, over and above that which would be created 
by the Germans acting alone. As far as regards the 
inhabitants, it will in no way change our action and 
attitude. We have always prevented, so far as we 

1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i, p. 444. 
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could, the exportation of slaves, and we shall continue 
to do so. I do not in the least believe that our doing 
so in concert with the Germans will affect the safety 
of a single missionary, whose safety would not be 
affected by the Germans acting alone.” 


In the following spring, Major Wissmann, an 
officer of the German Imperial army, arrived on the 
coast with a body of disciplined troops and powers to 
supersede the Company’s directors. He had had 
experience in dealing with half-civilised Moslems, and, 
accompanying military suppression with discreet civil 
compliances, succeeded after some months in estab- 
lishing peace. German authority was kept thence- 
forward in Government hands and its enforcement 
gave no further cause for complaint on the coast. 

But the Company’s administrative fiasco and the 
scornful candour with which it was commented on by 
their British rivals had appreciably increased the 
friction between them. Competition, instead of a 
circumstance of trade, became a patriotic provocation, 
and was pursued with passionate zeal: that status quo, 
beloved of prudent statesmen, vanished in a continu- 
ous shifting of landmarks. Already in ’87, within a 
year of the delimitation settlement, the two Govern- 
ments had tried to get in front of events by agreeing 
to “discourage annexations in the rear of their re- 
spective spheres of interest.’”’ The Germans would 
have liked a restrictive pledge of more absolute quality. 
Their priority in commercial enterprise had secured 
them the lion’s share in the original partition, but its 
future development was threatened on every side by a 
diversity of British activities. Before Major Wissmann 
had completed his pacification, the pioneers of the 
Kast African Company, making their way across the 
Kenya plateau, had reached the northern shores of 
Lake Victoria and were seeking alliances in the 
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kingdom of Uganda on its western coasts, whose 
frontier merged southwards into the hinterland of 
the German sphere. The same hinterland was being 
simultaneously challenged from another direction. 
Mr. Stanley had started two years before from the 
Atlantic seaboard on his famous march across Africa 
for the discovery and rescue of Emin Pasha—an 
Austrian official of the Egyptian Government’s, whom 
the dervish outbreak had left derelict in the Equatorial 
Soudan. Though actually financed by private sub- 
scription, the expedition was generally credited with 
being a precursor of British dominion. Accompanied 
by a large body of armed blacks, Mr. Stanley had 
pushed his way through unexplored jungles—with 
some tribes making treaties of friendship as he 
passed ; from others, exacting penalties for enmity ; 
inspiring respect for the British name and sometimes, 
it is to be feared, instilling terror of it. Lost to all 
civilised knowledge for long tracts of months, he 
emerged finally from his great adventure towards the 
close of 1888, and his heralded approach towards the 
western shores of Victoria and Tanganyika suggested 
to the German traders who were pressing forward be- 
tween them intolerable possibilities of final exclusion 
from the interior. 

From the south, a more distant but more solidly 
backed and respectably conducted advance upon their 
field of operations had also begun—directly spon- 
sored in this instance by the British Prime Minister. 
Livingstone’s early travels north of the Zambesi had 
been followed by the establishment of a few sparse 
settlements by British missionaries and traders on the 
shores of Lakes Nyasa and Tanganyika, the two 
southernmost of the chain of great lakes. But, except 
for these, no organised movement either of trade or 
evangelisation had visited those regions until recently. 
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Between Germany’s narrow coast colony on the 
Atlantic, with Angola to the north of it, and the old 
Portuguese possessions of Sofala and Mozambique on 
the Indian Ocean, the vast inland territory stretching 
northwards for 1000 miles from the frontiers of the 
Transvaal and British Bechuanaland, had remained 
untouched by European enterprise and largely un- 
explored. It was a tragic immunity. North of the 
Zambesi these lands had long been a favoured hunting- 
ground for Arab slave-raiders, while they shared with 
the countries to the south of it in the attacks of the 
Matabele Bantus, more wholesale in slaughter if less 
fiendish in supplementary torture than their Moslem 
competitors. Whole villages had been swept away— 
wide reaches of territory had been depopulated—and 
it would be hard to fix upon any spot in the habit- 
able globe whose standards of well-being, moral and 
material, would not have borne favourable comparison 
with this sanctuary of black independence. 

But, in any case, the era of detachment had passed 
by. The wind that was blowing across Africa from 
outside had not left it unvisited. On its southern and 
eastern borders, trading companies of more than one 
nationality were on the alert for concessions; in- 
dividual adventurers—British, Boer, German, Portu- 
guese—were seeking to establish ownership by actual 
possession ; tribal chiefs, whether for advantage or 
defence, were looking to the protection of civilised 
Governments and notably to that of “the great 
white Queen beyond the seas.” Both Germany and 
Portugal were casting tentative glances at the open- 
ings offered for new sovereignty. The Germans in 
** South-West ” having, unfortunately for themselves, 
taken foothold on a coast walled in by the Kalahari 
Desert, had fixed their hopes upon the unsurveyed 
territory north of the Kalahari, round Lake Ngami, 
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to provide them with an outlet to the interior on the 
Zambesi. In ’88, Lord Salisbury was preparing to 
negotiate “spheres of interest’? with them in that 
direction and also to discuss the demands which 
Portugal was already tabling inclusively across the 
continent from Sofala and Mozambique on the strength 
of medizval title-deeds. He put his Colonial Secretary 
into touch with these purposes—with a concluding 
glance across the globe at the politics of the Pacific 
Ocean—in a letter which, for comprehensive brevity, 
might serve as a model for interdepartmental com- 
munications. The newspapers had announced that 
the Colonial Office was about to hand Bechuanaland 
over to the Cape Government. 


To Lord Knutsford, October 12, 1888. 


““IT was very glad to receive your letter about 
Bechuanaland. I was getting quite frightened at the 
positive assurances in the newspapers. 

“We are thinking of trying to negotiate with 
Portugal. My hopes about the Zambesi are breaking 
down. It is of no use declaring a river to be a highway 
of nations when there is only one fathom of water in it 
—and not always that. Have you any strong feelings 
about the Sofala boundary? or Lake Ngami—on 
which Bismarck is casting the eyes of desire? .. . 

‘‘ T hope you have not annexed the Savage Islands. 
—They will generate some very savage mainland in 
the neighbourhood of Berlin. They are clearly in the 
German ‘ sphere of influence.’ ”’ 


But within the limits of any arguable claims on the 
part of either of these European competitors a large 
opportunity remained for his own nationals. In the 
summer of ’88, following upon some frontier disputes 
with the Boers, a treaty had been concluded between 


1 Sir Henry Holland had taken a peerage at the beginning of this year with 
the title of Viscount Knutsford. 
VOL. IV R 
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the British High Commissioner at the Cape, and 
Lobengula, the chief of the Matabele. The latter, 
who asserted rights of dominion over all the territories 
lying between the frontiers of the Transvaal and the 
Zambesi river, engaged to recognise no other foreign 
influence than that of Great Britain. Simultaneously, 
Mr. Cecil Rhodes, the as yet unofficial representative 
of the De Beers Diamond Company, had obtained from 
the same chieftain an exclusive concession for gold 
prospecting in Mashonaland. Meanwhile Lord Salis- 
bury was revolving wider projects both for Matabele- 
land and for the region north of the great river. Re- 
versing the procedure adopted on the Niger and in 
East Africa, he wished to make Imperial control 
precedent to commercial advance. In his History of 
the British Empire in Africa, Sir Harry Johnston — 
whom Lord Salisbury selected in this same summer of 
’88 as his agent in Nyasaland—says that, at this date, 
‘“ he was seeking for some means of bringing all South 
Central Africa, not actuaily claimed by Germany or 
Portugal, under British sway, from Lake Nyasa to the 
Limpopo; he was hindered in his projects by the 
obstinate dislike of the late Lord Goschen and the 
British Treasury to any further adventures in Africa 
which would increase the responsibility and the yearly 
expenditure of Great Britain.” ? Since no document- 


1 1858-1927. Consul-General to Portuguese East Africa, 1889 ; High 
Commissioner of Nyasaland Protectorate, 1890-96 ; Consul-General in Tunis, 
1897-99 ; Special Commissioner in Uganda, 1899-1901. Lord Salisbury was 
responsible for these appointments and had a great confidence in Sir Harry’s 
intuitive capacity for the management of natives. 

* Page 122. As we have not got Lord Salisbury’s own words, it would be 
rash to assume that, except as a matter of colloquial brevity, he charged the 
‘obstinate dislike”? on Mr. Goschen personally. The Treasury’s normal 
attitude was backed at this time by a House of Commons whose Liberal 
majority, though divided on Irish policy, was inspired by frugal traditions 
where Imperial expenditure was concerned. Mr. Goschen’s own sympathies, 


apart from his departmental position, appear to have always favoured “ large”’ 
policies and Imperial aims. 
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ary evidence is quoted for this statement, one must 
assume Sir Harry to have received it from Lord Salis- 
bury’s own lips, and the occasion can be identified 
through a more reserved reference to it which appears 
in one of his earlier books. In this! he speaks of 
a conversation which he had with the Prime Minister 
at Hatfield at the time of his own selection for Nyasa- 
land, in which Lord Salisbury ‘‘ developed his views 
about Zambesi,’’ and he adds that it was from this 
conversation that he “ dated to a great extent his own 
conception of the policy to be pursued,” which 
appears to have been, from further remarks, one of 
active Imperial advance. The indiscreet candour 
with which Lord Salisbury confided even his ineffectual 
wishes to his chosen representative would be entirely 
characteristic of his methods when initiating a trusted 
subordinate into his policy.? 

Sir Harry became in due course his chief agent in 
the foundation of the Nyasaland Protectorate, but 
that Protectorate only included territories immediately 
surrounding Lake Nyasa and the settlements already 
established there. For the rest of South Central 
Africa the objections of the Treasury prevailed and 
the less expensive precedents of Nigeria and Kast 
Africa were followed. The British South African 
Company was formed this year under Mr. Rhodes’ 
auspices and engaged to pay all administrative ex- 
penses in the territories handed over to it during the 


1 British Central Africa, 1897, p. 80. 

2 Had this project—which was also advocated by Sir Henry Loch, High 
Commissioner at the Cape—materialised, both of the Rhodesias would have 
been included in an Imperial Protectorate which, during Lord Salisbury’s life, 
would no doubt have been kept, as were those of East Africa and Nyasaland, 
under his own direct control from the Foreign Office. It is interesting to 
speculate as to what might have been the results on South African history in 
view of the linked connection between the Chartered Company’s victorious 
conflict with the Matabele, the alarm aroused among the Boers by Mr. Rhodes’ 
ensuing dominance, and the South African War. 
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period of unremunerative development. During the 
early months of ’89, the terms of its charter were being 
discussed between Mr. Rhodes and the Prime Minister, 
and in June Lord Salisbury wrote to Sir Edward 
Malet : 


‘““T am afraid that the new Company which is to 
carry civilisation into the midst of Africa will startle 
people a little at Berlin. I have, however, strongly 
recommended them in the first instance to confine 
their proposed region of operations to the south of the 
Zambesi.” (June 12, 1889.) 


This caution the Company found no present diffi- 
culty in complying with. Its hands were sufficiently 
full in forestalling Boer and Portuguese pioneers in 
actual occupation of the concessions granted to it by 
Lobengula in Mashonaland. The only protest made 
by Count Hatzfeldt was in connection with the district 
around Lake Ngami, on the western borders of the 
Company’s destined field of operations. He feared 
that the Directors might refuse to honour Lord Salis- 
bury’s promise of a negotiated delimitation there, and 
in August he asked to have the publication of the 
Charter postponed till Berlin had been consulted. 
The British Minister refused with prompt though 
polite decision, consoling the ambassador with the 
assurance that he had kept foreign relations in his own 
hands and that the Company would have no option 
but to do as he directed. 

Meanwhile, he and Mr. Rhodes were not the 
only Englishmen in whom purposeful imaginations 
were being stirred by the contemplation of those 
desolated and still unappropriated regions north of the 
Zambesi. The scattered half-dozen of pioneer settle- 
ments, missionary and trading, which were already 
there called loudly for emulation ; there were rumours 
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of mineral wealth for the future; traditions of senti- 
ment in the past and present ; Livingstone’s journeys— 
the Stevenson road !—appeals to all descriptions and 
degrees of inspiration. All through the summer and 
autumn of 1889, British adventurers were skirmishing 
outwards from Nyasaland and Matabeleland, as well 
as others from the north round Kenya, staking out 
titles to possession south and west of the German 
occupation. They were competed with, though but 
poorly, by Emin Pasha, who had taken service under 
Germany mainly as a protest against his forcible 
“rescue” to an undesired civilisation. It was a race 
for vantage-ground whose prospective issue made 
daily more apparent to the Foreign Secretary, as he 
pointed out to his colleagues the following summer, 
the risk of a British victory of adventure over the 
Germans too complete for the continuance of friendly 
relations. 

This rivalry of national ambitions was embittered 
by a mutual antagonism of colonising tradition which, 
in the interests of peace, called even more insistently 
for the segregation of British and German activities. 
In the spring of ’89, Colonel Euan Smith, the Consul- 
General at Zanzibar, had a breakdown of health, and 
Mr. Gerald Portal? was seconded from Sir Evelyn 
Baring’s staff at Cairo to take his place for six months. 


1 Made at his own cost by Mr. James Stevenson [cf Haillie, Largs, Ayrshire, 
1822-1903], to connect the isolated mission stations on Lakes Nyasa and Tangan- 
yika. He spent £150,000 upon it. A keen Scottish Free Churchman, he under- 
took this expenditure solely with the object of assisting in the rescue of those 
districts—which he had never seen and had no business connection with— 
from heathenism and slavery. It is a notable instance of the altruistic en- 
thusiasms which were continually to be found cutting across more sordid in- 
spirations in the great ‘‘scramble.” Mr. Stevenson was, through his mother, 
a near cousin of Prebendary Carlile, the founder of the Church Army, and of 
Sir Hildred Carlile, for many years Member of Parliament for Mid-Herts. 

2 Sir Gerald Portal, 1858-94; knighted, 1892. Attached to Embassy 
at Rome, 1879-82 ; to Cairo Agency, 1883-91 ; Consul-General at Zanzibar, 
1891-92 ; Commissioner in Uganda, 1893. Died in London, January 1894. 
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He was a man of brilliant ability, whose early death a 
few years later was held to have cut short the most 
promising career in the diplomatic service. But he 
was only thirty years old, and, this being his first 
independent mission, his chief sent him a few words 
of preparatory warning as to his relations both with 
the Sultan and with his German allies. 


To Mr. Gerald Portal, April 4, 1889. 


‘* The task you have kindly undertaken in Zanzibar 
will not be an easy one. You have to govern an 
imbecile Sultan, and make him like the operation, 
whilst encouragements to revolt against you, more or 
less open, are being held out by both Germans and 
Arabs. It is a task that has been admirably performed 
by Colonel Euan Smith, but it requires vigilance and 
a scrupulous abstinence from heroic or summary 
methods of action. One or two pitfalls which seem 
to be visible from my point of view, I may try to 
indicate, but I do it rather to call your attention to 
the matter than with any idea of asking you to take 
my opinion against any which a deliberate survey of 
the circumstances on the spot may induce you to 
form.” 


The Sultan, Seyyid Khalifa, who had only recently 
come to the throne, was a wretched specimen of 
oriental decadence who drank himself to death two 
years later. It would be quite easy, Lord Salisbury 
said, for the Consul-General to upset him, but the 
temptation must be resisted at all hazards: ‘‘ There 
is nothing for it but an extra dose of patience and 
virtue, which, I am conscious, it is easier to preach in 
this foggy climate than to practise under the sun of 
Zanzibar.” 

As to the Germans, he would find their national 
characteristics displayed in ‘‘a very unamiable 


ANGLO-GERMAN RELATIONS 247 


light,”’? but here also he must strive for tolerance and 
maintain all external manifestations of friendliness. 
Above all, he must keep clear of any situation which 
could lend colour to the idea that he was working the 
Sultan or the French Consul against them: “ They 
are intensely suspicious and their favourite delusion 
is that their misadventures are due to the incurable 
prejudice against them entertained by British Consular 
Officers.”’ 

In his farewell letter at the close of the mission, 
after expressing his appreciation of the way in which 
the young official had grappled with its difficulties, 
the Minister concluded, sympathetically: ‘‘ The whole 
question of Zanzibar is both difficult and dangerous, 
for we are perforce partners with the Germans whose 
political morality diverges considerably from ours on 
many points ”’ (November 25, 1889). 

But circumstances were not yet propitious for 
effecting a dissolution of partnership. In both coun- 
tries home opinion had become increasingly intolerant. 
Germans still led the way in trading efficiency, and 
had convinced themselves, and were assuring the 
Zanzibar Arabs, that commercial pre-eminence would 
entail political supremacy and must make them at an 
early date the heirs of British authority in the island. 
The Bismarcks were being bitterly attacked in their 
own press for their subservience to England and failure 
to materialise these ambitions. On the other hand, 
the exasperation induced in England that winter by 
Lord Salisbury’s cautious restraint in dealing with 
Portuguese provocation? did not encourage further 


1 It is interesting to note that, two years later, when Count Caprivi, the 
then Chancellor, was defending in the Reichstag his consent to withdraw from 
the island in England’s favour, one of the pleas that he urged was that ‘ the 
German element in Zanzibar has been increased, for the most part, by very 
doubtful acquisitions” (February 5, 1891). 

2 See the next chapter. 
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experiments upon British altruism, and, unfortunately, 
the prevailing view among Englishmen was that 
rivalry in any part of the eastern half of Africa was in 
itself an infringement of their inherent rights. This 
thesis was not maintained in so many words, but it 
was of the essence of Mr. Rhodes’ proclaimed ideals ; 
it is the basic assumption on which most of the con- 
temporary British records and comments proceed ; 
it was implicit in the criticisms which even Lord 
Rosebery, the Liberal leader, passed upon Lord 
Salisbury’s policy. It had received new strength from 
Germany’s failure with the coastal Arabs, which was 
held to have demonstrated finally the futility of her 
attempts to bend England’s bow of native dominion. 
When Count Hatzfeldt in the late autumn pressed for 
a general settlement of competing claims between the 
two countries Lord Salisbury hung back. The am- 
bassador’s reports 1 present him as nervous of his jingo 
opposition ; as doubtful as to whether such a reason- 
able arrangement as he himself might approve of was 
possible under actual conditions; and Count Hatz- 
feldt, judging from his own observation of the state 
of feeling in London, agreed with him. On December 
22, 1889, Lord Salisbury suggested arbitration as a 
way out of the difficulty. Aggrieved Chartered 
Companies and their supporters at home might more 
patiently submit to sacrifices if decreed by a neutral 
arbitrator than if required from them on the sole 
authority of their own Government. But the proposal 
was not pressed at the moment. Conditions, Lord 
Salisbury said, were complicated and difficult, and 
time had better be taken for riper consideration. The 
internal politics of Germany soon became on their 
side imperative of delay ; and for some months the two 
Governments, while alternately urging on one another 
* Germ. Dip. Doc. ii. pp. 25-30 (Gross. Pol. vol. viii. pp. 3-7). 
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the need for a comprehensive settlement, were, in fact, 
content with warding off each cause of offence as it 
arose. 


The west coast of Africa supplied its quota to the 
labours of the British Foreign Office at this period, but 
under conditions very different to those which pre- 
vailed in the east. With one exception, the sensa- 
tional white advances there were all made by France 
and, in the view of Lord Salisbury’s critics, largely 
at the expense of Great Britain. 

The European settlements on what used to be 
known as the Guinea Coast, could already boast an 
established antiquity, the unsavouriness of whose 
beginnings had been atoned for by subsequent genera- 
tions of individual sacrifice in health and life. Some 
two centuries before, representatives of every white 
nation owning maritime opportunity—Englishmen 
and Frenchmen, Portuguese and Spaniards, Germans 
from Hamburg, Dutchmen and Danes—had sprinkled 
this seaboard with trading posts whose prosperity 
depended on the growing demand for slaves in the 
colonies of North and South America. Englishmen 
had been foremost in this traffic. Throughout the 
first three-quarters of the eighteenth century the 
merchant princes of Liverpool and Bristol had equipped 
fleets for its conveyance. With rare exceptions the 
British public, with varying degrees of warmth accord- 
ing to the amount of personal interest involved, had 
approved of it as an entirely commendable form of 
commerce. Then, in the course of a single generation, 
through a uniquely rapid revolution in standards of 
public ethics, England became the world leader in a 
crusade for its suppression. 
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This crusade exacted sacrifices of ease from her 
nationals even more than of money. Traders, who 
had earned their profits in effortless bargaining over 
‘‘ head-money ” with Moslem or pagan purveyors who 
required no begging to bring their human merchandise 
on shipboard, were now called upon to pursue an 
arduous search after gold, grain, palm-oil, or what not 
through malaria-infested countries and against the 
antagonism of native chiefs, fiercely resentful of the 
war declared upon their most cherished institution. 
The sacrifice was too heavy for universal acceptance, 
and the Government of the day was soon called upon 
to assert sovereignty over the trading companies. 
Fortunately for England and for Africa, it did not 
hesitate, though it showed no enthusiasm for the task. 
Seventy years later the terrible revelation of Congo 
cruelties witnessed sufficiently to the danger of shirk- 
ing empire where trade has already connected unequal 
civilisations. 

The trading posts thus annexed by the State were 
grouped into administrative units and formed a string 
of small colonies. They were at this period unpro- 
ductive and unhealthy, separated from one another 
by stretches of coast in which were scattered com- 
peting foreign ventures, evolving also, though more 
languidly, into national possessions. Mid-Victorian 
statesmen regarded them frankly as an intolerable 
burden, and, in 1865, the House of Commons adopted 
a resolution proclaiming, as a policy generally agreed 
upon, that they should be abandoned as soon as 
considerations of humanity would allow. Civil ser- 
vants, labouring in their fever-ridden exile for the 
fulfilment of their country’s responsibilities, resented 
this depreciatory attitude, and, unhampered as yet 
by electric cables, protested now and again against 
the Little Englandism of Downing Street by them- 
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selves embarking upon unauthorised annexations. The 
tradition so established, surviving into later years 
when neutral margins had shrunk with the automatic 
enlargement of European settlements, led to disturb- 
ing incidents which profoundly irritated Lord Salis- 
bury’s sense of discipline. Lord St. Aldwyn has left 
on record the impression made on him as a young 
Colonial Secretary in 1879 by the ‘“‘ extreme anger ”’ of 
his colleague at the Foreign Office on one such occa- 
sion. The French had secured concessions from the 
King of Dahomey in a district to which a neighbouring 
British Governor thought his own country morally 
entitled. Without attempting to ask for permission 
from London, he retorted by running up the Union 
Jack in territory claimed by France. In the letter in 
which Lord Salisbury prepared Lord Lyons for the 
foreseen diplomatic difficulty, his anger still reveals 
itself behind the habitual veil of mockery.—** Governor 
R. has had no better occupation for his spare time than 
to annex some place with an unrememberable name, 
near Dahomey on the Lagoon. Really, these pro- 
consuls are insupportable. I believe it is a reply to 
the annexation on the part of the French of some other 
places on the coast ; the object of both Powers being, 
in promotion of commerce, to acquire the means of 
blockading Dahomey by customs duties. I have 
implored the Colonial Office to recall Governor R.” 
(November 12, 1879). 

The new conditions produced by the sudden 
efflorescence of colonial ambition among the contin- 
ental Powers were nowhere more marked than on this 
coast, where the competition of England’s rivals had 
hitherto been negligible. There were flutterings of 
annoyance in colonial circles over the unwelcome 
emergence of one or two German trading posts into 
budding protectorates in Togoland and the Cameroons. 
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But the advance of France was far otherwise purpose- 
ful and effective. Since 1884, starting from her old- 
established colony of Senegambia, to the north of the 
Guinea coasts—long a neglected step-child of the 
mother country—she had been sending forth her 
explorers, traders, and administrators in a continuous 
flow, eastwards towards Timbuctoo and the great north 
bend of the upper Niger, and southwards along the rear 
of the British colonies of Gambia, Sierra Leone, and the 
Gold Coast. The pioneers of this southerly advance 
had linked up as they went with the scattered French 
settlements interspersed on the seaboard between the 
British possessions, which thus saw themselves, with 
their immediate hinterlands, in process of being separ- 
ately hedged round between the sea and a continuous 
stretch of French occupied territory. A series of new 
frontiers resulted, where rival claims to ‘influence ”’ 
in unappropriated margins merged hazily into one 
another and offered peculiar danger in the exasperated 
opposition of Anglo-French sentiment at the time. 

In its ultimate tendency this development was not 
unwelcome to the British Foreign Secretary. The 
advance up the Nile which he was already contemplat- 
ing was, unlike most of the other expansions of Empire 
in which he was called to acquiesce at this time, a 
purpose to be consciously prepared for. Its reactions 
upon his policy towards France have already been 
referred to, and they were nowhere more directly 
operative than in connection with this north-west 
corner of Africa. The association of her new-born 
colonial enthusiasm with projects of empire in those 
regions presented the most tangible hope of detaching 
her from her Egyptian dream. In spite of his fellow- 
countrymen’s discontent, he offered no objection to 
her rapid absorption of their “ hinterland,” and, a 
year later, was giving it direct encouragement. 
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Still, “incidents”? had become uncomfortably 
frequent. British officials charged French ones with 
attacking native chiefs with whom they had concluded 
alliances ; Frenchmen retorted by accusing English- 
men of hoisting Union Jacks within sight of French 
cantonments. One mail brought news that French 
raiders had destroyed villages that were—or were not 
—within British jurisdiction ; another—through Paris 
—that Englishmen had supported an Arab chief in the 
arrest of a French officer who had erected a custom- 
house within one of the innumerable stretches of 
debateable land. Left to its own powers of adjust- 
ment, local patriotism must evidently soon founder in 
some irreparable breach. In February ’89, Lord 
Lytton reported privately that the advent of a con- 
ciliatory Minister to the Paris Colonial Office had 
created an atmosphere propitious for negotiation and 
the opportunity was taken. A joint commission of 
delimitation was appointed by the two Governments 
and did its work rapidly. A number of arrangements 
embodying its conclusions were signed in London and 
Paris this August, which established on a permanent 
basis the limits for French and English opportunity 
and, with minor modifications, still form the frontier 
titles of the three British colonies of Gambia, Sierra 
Leone, and the Gold Coast. 

The most recent and important of British under- 
takings in West Africa did not, however, come into 
this scheme of delimitation. Since the Royal Niger 
Company had obtained its charter three years before, 
its agents had been pushing northwards through the 
fever-stricken, jungle-covered country on the banks of 
the lower Niger and were now negotiating protective 
alliances with the string of Hausa Sultanates, occupy- 
ing the high pasturelands beyond, along the southern 
borders of the great Sahara. The French advance 
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had not yet approached this field of achievement, and a 
short stretch of boundary near the sea coast, between 
Lagos and French Dahomey, was the only bit of Nigerian 
frontier included in the August delimitations of 1889. 

A storm was raised this year, both at home and 
abroad, against the Company’s fiscal arrangements. 
To the probable satisfaction of its native subjects it 
had adopted a method of raising revenue by means 
of trade monopolies instead of by taxes. But this 
was, unfortunately, a violation of its Charter engage- 
ments. Foreign competitors were outraged; their 
Governments took up their cause with vigour ; House 
of Commons free-traders indignantly re-echoed their 
complaints and the Foreign Secretary had, with some 
difficulty, to enforce a return to legality. 

Meanwhile he was doing what he could to refute 
the charge of “‘ ignorant interference ”’ usually brought 
against Downing Street supervision. He no longer 
complained of finding African place-names unremem- 
berable. The maps of Central Asia or the Balkan 
States, which had made modest appearance in the 
Secretary of State’s room at the Foreign Office, had 
been superseded by huge sheets, representative of 
every district in Africa, which curtained the walls in 
aggressive profusion and were repeated in crowded 
layers on those of Lord Salisbury’s own study at 
Hatfield. Their tracings of rivers and contours were 
clothed with imaginative body by the reports, verbal 
and written, which he invited from all and sundry as to 
the characteristics of each district in dispute. ‘“ Africa,” 
he informed his City audience that November, “‘is the 
subject which occupies the Foreign Office more than 
any other,” and it was certainly true of its chief. 

These maps were subject to progressive substitu- 
tion ; a full sequence of surveys was being taken under 
Government direction. In the various territorial 
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agreements come to at this time, the authority re- 
ferred to by consent is nearly always ‘“‘ the map drawn 
for the British Foreign Office in 1889.” African 
geography was only slowly attaining the status of an 
exact science. There is a naively worded article in 
the Anglo-German Convention of 1890 which notes 
that the inclusion in a solemn treaty, five years before, 
of a river—the Rio del Rey—as part of the frontier 
agreed upon between Nigeria and the Cameroons, was 
to be cancelled because ‘“‘ it had been proved to the 
satisfaction of the two Powers’ that no such river 
existed. And the Anglo-Portuguese negotiation as to 
the opening up of the Zambesi had been complicated 
by a generally admitted ignorance, only removed in 
this autumn of 1889, as to the whereabouts or existence 
of its navigable mouths. 

An important international happening at the close 
of ’89 was healthily reminiscent of the finer aspects of 
the African scramble. Requests to other Powers to 
co-operate in the Anglo-German blockade of the Arab 
coast in ’88, and pleas to them for impunity with re- 
gard to it, with the discussions so provoked, had made 
prominent the confusion which existed between the 
differing national commitments against the Slave 
Trade. This spring, Lord Salisbury invited the King 
of the Belgians to summon a general Conference at 
Brussels for the purpose of formulating an agreed code 
of international law on the subject. His initiative in 
the matter is referred to in a private letter to Lord 
Lytton, written on April 16. “‘ We shall send the 
proposal to Belgium to summon a Slave Trade Con- 
ference at Brussels to-morrow, and as soon as we hear 
that they consent, we shall instruct you to support 
the invitation. I am sorry Minster? is hurt at the 


1 Count Minster, for many years German ambassador in London, had 
been transferred to Paris in 1885. 
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Conference not being held at Berlin—but it would have 
too much justified the scoffs of those who say we are 
in Bismarck’s pocket.” 

Practically every civilised Government obeyed 
the summons and the Conference met in November. 
Its consultations issued in the promulgation the fol- 
lowing year of the famous Brussels Act which, ratified 
by all the participating Powers, formally enacted the 
outlawry of the Trade and provided a mechanism of 
maritime law for its suppression. Lord Salisbury in 
his speech at the Guildhall dwelt upon the great 
advance in European opinion which had been witnessed 
to by the wide acceptance of the invitation. 

‘* The matter undoubtedly with respect to Africa 
which interests Englishmen the most is the question, 
how far we shall be able to suppress the Slave Trade 
which has so long disgraced it. Happily, the results 
of recent years have done more in that direction than 
those of many years which have gone before. I am 
glad to point to a Conference which will meet at 
Brussels in the course of the present month and which 
forms undoubtedly an epoch in the history of this 
movement, for such a Conference has never met 
before. . . . It marks a great advance in general 
European opinion upon the point; it shows that 
many nations are anxious to join with us, and when- 
ever we have persuaded all nations to lay aside the 
various difficulties which prevent them from co-operat- 
ing in the suppression of the Slave Trade, the great 
object we have in view will be attained.” In a further 
sentence, he pointed to an even wider and deeper cause 
for congratulation: “I do not think any Conference 
in the history of the world has ever before met for the 
purpose of promoting a matter of pure humanity and 
goodwill”? (November 9, 1889). 


CHAPTER IX 
THE PARTITION OF AFRICA (2) 
1889-1891 
THE DISPUTE WITH PORTUGAL 


PortucGaL offered the only exception to the rule of 
sustained friendliness which characterised the relations 
of Great Britain with European Governments during 
these two years of crowded African happenings. Her 
attitude was unique in more respects than one. The 
grounds upon which she rested her territorial claims 
were romantic; reaching back through centuries to 
the memories of a dead empire. The fever of African 
advance by which all Europe was now possessed had 
reacted upon these memories and aroused throughout 
the whole nation a demand for their re-embodiment 
whose passion defied all appeals to reason in actuality. 
The monarchy, though destined to endure for another 
twenty years, was already challenged ; revolutionary 
forces were strong; the King’s Ministers were power- 
less to influence popular feeling and dared not resist 
it. It was thus with an impotent Government con- 
trolled by a half-mad democracy that Lord Salisbury, 
in the spring of ’89, set about the task of negotiating 
‘spheres of interest’? between the English and 
Portuguese colonies north and south of the Zambesi. 
There was the usual chaos of claims on both sides 
to be dealt with—claims, actual, developing or asserted. 
VOL. IV 257 S 
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North of the Zambesi, round Lake Nyasa and in 
the Shiré highlands lying between Lake and River 
there were British missionary and trading posts in 
settled occupation; south of it, in Matabele and 
Mashona lands there were British posts in rapid pro- 
cess of establishment by the pioneer gold-seekers of 
the South African Company. Portugal on her side 
could adduce solid proof of occupation along the banks 
of the Zambesi for some distance inland from its 
mouths. Her sea-coast colonies of Mozambique and 
Sofala stretched for 500 miles along the borders of 
Matabeleland and, long before this, by the mere 
process of automatic self-extension, she could have 
established outposts of civilised order there. But 
her people, though they could trade, could not colonise. 
Even since the gold discoveries her geographical 
opportunity had availed her for no more than a few 
sporadic, individual attempts at claim-pegging which, 
entangled as they were with the more purposeful 
advance of the crowd of South Africans, served for 
little but to complicate the problem of delimitation. 
At first starting, however, her Ministers rejected 
all attempts at delimitation. It was superfluous, they 
said; Portugal’s right of sovereignty covered all the 
territory stretching across the continent from Mozam- 
bique to Angola. Lord Salisbury pointed out that 
the region now in dispute contained no trace either 
of her jurisdiction or of her colonisation and that 
British settlements were already in existence there. 
The Lisbon Ministers haughtily repudiated such 
empirical criticism; Portugal’s title rested upon 
discovery and conquest 250 years old and could be 
effaced by no subsequent abandonment. It took 
eighteen months of persistent reasoning to shift them 
to a less visionary standpoint—reasoning assisted by 
the steady de facto advance of Mr. Rhodes’ adventurers. 
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But during that period the two Foreign Offices 
addressed only a fraction of their correspondence to 
such academic discussion. Most of it was devoted 
to mitigating the immediate and very practical effects 
of local provocation. The Portuguese ‘“ men-on-the- 
spot ” were neither worse nor better than their com- 
rades of other nations. The trouble which they 
created may be taken as a measure of the larger 
disasters which were avoided by the more absolute 
control of Home Governments elsewhere. Already, 
in ’86, forcible foreign intervention had been necessary 
to make the Mozambique Portuguese accept the 
delimitation of Zanzibar boundaries decreed by the 
International Commission of that year. Since then, 
the rapid advance of British enterprise had concen- 
trated their jealousies upon England with results 
which proved, during this and the following year, a 
testing trial to Lord Salisbury’s patience and still more 
to his fellow-countrymen’s toleration of it. 

The missionaries on Lake Nyasa and the Lakes 
Trading Company incurred the wrath of Arab slave- 
raiders in the neighbourhood by the protection which 
they gave to their native friends and adherents. 
Their only approach to the sea lay through Mozam- 
bique territory. For the last year or two the Arabs 
had been continually attacking them and they had 
been seriously hampered in defending their settlements 
by the repeated refusal of the Portuguese coast officials 
to allow them to import arms for the purpose. Lord 
Salisbury as repeatedly remonstrated. It was in- 
tolerable, he wrote in January ’89, even on grounds of 
common humanity, that his fellow-countrymen, “ be- 
set by slave-hunters,” should be so treated. If this 
succession of unfriendly acts continued, the relations 
between the two countries would not long bear the 
strain. Things got a little better but the power of the 
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central Government in Lisbon was very limited and 
the officials on the spot, though yielding to every 
threat of force, were endlessly repetitive in offence. 
In May, Lord Harrowby, a supporter of the Nyasa- 
land Missions and also an old friend and ex-colleague 
of Lord Salisbury’s, wrote to transmit complaints 
from correspondents on Lake Nyasa and to urge 
further diplomatic remonstrances. 


To Lord Harrowby, June 3, 1889. 


‘My inclination is to think that the lecture to 
Portugal will be more valuable later than it is now. 
Just now she is rather better behaved. The Portu- 
guese authorities stopped Bishop Smythies and his 
companions at Tunghi, or at least forbad them to take 
their arms with them. We do not admit Tunghi to 
be Portuguese so we sent Bishop Smythies back in a 
ship of war—and the Portuguese gave way at once. 
Again, they arrested Vice-Consul Ross on the ground 
that he was importing arms, but the moment the 
matter was brought before the Home Government 
they quashed the proceedings at once. 

So I think it may be better to wait until they be- 
come troublesome again—which will probably be by 
the time you come back. I do not believe the story 
that they allow the Arabs to import arms—we have 
not had a word in justification of that idea.” 


But pleas in mitigation of judgment became more 
difficult to urge as time went on. Great anger was 
roused in England a few weeks later by an assault of 
the Portuguese authorities in Lorenzo Marques upon 
the representatives of a British company to which 
they had previously granted a concession for the 
railway line between that port and the Transvaal 
frontier. They arrested the engineer and sent soldiers 
to tear up the rails that had been laid. Strong action 
was clamoured for in London and the Queen’s letters 
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echoed her subjects’ indignation. Lord Salisbury 
demurred, however, to making a quarrel on this issue, 
telling the Queen that ‘“‘ there was some doubt whether 
Portugal had entirely broken the obligations of inter- 
national law, though she had certainly strained them.” 
But her unfriendliness was noticeable and he added, 
significantly, that the disposition which she was show- 
ing ‘‘ to presume upon her weakness ”’ must soon call 
for some sharp warning (June 29, 1889). 

With the advance of autumn the unfriendliness 
increased. There were incidents on the Matabele 
frontier ; isolated pioneers of both nationalities erect- 
ing flags and mutually hauling them down again. 
The disappointment of Portuguese speculative traders 
at finding themselves forestalled in the goldfields 
fortified the bitter sense of mortification which filled 
the nation as a whole at the threatened dispersal of 
their dreams of imperial renascence. But the cul- 
minating achievement which stirred all Portugal to 
exultant enthusiasm and roused corresponding fury 
in England was, in fact, wholly detached from the 
more sordid motives operating south of the Zambesi. 
News reached England in December that Major Serpa 
Pinto, an officer in the Portuguese army, and a typi- 
cally irresponsible African adventurer, had marched 
into the Shiré highlands at the head of 700 armed 
Arabs ; had demanded, in the teeth of Mr. Johnston’s 
protests, the submission of the Makololo tribe which 
was under British protection, and had shot them down 
with Gatling guns when they refused. 

To Lord Salisbury’s irate public, calling for instant 
ultimatums, the preliminaries of diplomacy which 
ensued were exasperating. As a matter of fact, the 
Cabinet had for some weeks been discussing the form 
which the ‘“‘ sharp warning ”’ should take which had 
been already foreseen as inevitable. In November 
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they had considered an occupation of Goa, but the 
Government of India did not approve and they had 
reverted to the more direct measure of a naval de- 
monstration against Mozambique itself. The squadron 
already cruising in Zanzibar waters was to be rein- 
forced by ships from the Cape. If bloodshed was to be 
avoided efficient punctuality was the first essential, 
and Lord Salisbury’s normal respect for departmental 
independence did not prevent a word in season to his 
First Lord : 


To Lord George Hamilton, December 19, 1889. 


‘*The time of the squadron meeting at Mayotte 
will depend on the time required by the Cape con- 
tingent—as the Cape is the farthest off. Would it not 
be well to have all the necessary orders for the Cape,— 
coaling, etc., etc..—got ready, so that they can be 
telegraphed off without delay at allif wanted? Iam 
urgent on this matter because I know that the period 
between the withdrawal of our Legation from Lisbon 
and our occupation of Mozambique will be one of great 
anxiety and all kinds of things may happen. 

‘““It is a matter of serious importance that the 
threat should not be separated from the blow by too 
long an interval.” 


The first demand for a withdrawal of the piratical 
expedition met with no satisfaction. 


To the Queen, December 28, 1889.1 


‘Lord Salisbury with his humble duty to Your 
Majesty respectfully submits that, from the telegraph 
he has received this morning, it seems probable that 
the Portuguese Government will refuse to give the 
undertaking not to interfere with the settlements of 
British subjects, and the protected chiefs, which has 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 8rd series, vol. i. p. 538. 
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been required of them. In that case, it has been 
agreed by the Cabinet to. recommend that the island 
of Mozambique shall be temporarily occupied. It is 
probable that the Portuguese Government dare not 
give way on account of the strong feeling there is in 
Lisbon, and that they themselves would not be sorry 
that Great Britain should take some decided step 
showing her to be in earnest in the matter. The 
negotiations are not yet concluded, but in case they 
should end badly, the requisite naval force is being 
assembled at Zanzibar.” 


The Portuguese Minister again took argumentative 
refuge in their seventeenth-century title as exonerating 
Major Pinto’s action. 


Memorandum to the Queen, December 27, 1889.1 


‘“‘ Lord Salisbury utterly rejects the archaeological 
arguments of the Portuguese who claim half Africa on 
the supposed cession to them in 1630 of the Empire of 
Monomotapa, of which event Lord Salisbury can find 
no account whatever in this country. 

‘* Nor does he consider that the existence of ruined 
forts proves any claim, but rather the contrary, since 
it shows the power that built these forts to have 
abandoned them. 

‘* Your Majesty’s Government therefore announce 
to all the Powers that they consider the attempt of the 
Portuguese to exercise dominion over the Shiré, etc., 
as an invasion of Your Majesty’s rights.” 


This memorandum is in Sir Henry Ponsonby’s 
handwriting, though preserved among Lord Salis- 
bury’s letters to the Queen. Now and again he would 
summarise information for her benefit, derived either 
from Lord Salisbury himself or—as it must have been 
in this instance—from an efficient representative. 
But the subject-matter of such précis was, ordinarily, 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 543. 
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quite unimportant, or of a nature too lengthy to be 
dealt with otherwise. His intervention on this occa- 
sion may be accounted for by the fact that it is dated 
on the day after that on which Lord Salisbury was 
struck down by the savage attack of influenza which 
has been referred to in a previous chapter.1 It was 
only two days later, on the 29th, that his doctor, Dr. 
Douglas Powell, warned Lady Salisbury that his 
condition had become gravely serious. Happily, in 
the Portuguese dispute, all decisions had already been 
taken, though they still remained to be acted on. By 
the end of that week the first crisis of his fever was 
over, and, the preparatory flourishes of diplomatic 
fence having been completed, the Foreign Minister, 
dictating telegrams from his bed, insisted upon him- 
self directing the final challenge. ‘I should much 
prefer,” remonstrated his doctor, despairingly, “‘to be 
treating a half-starved patient living in the worst slum 
in London than to be responsible under such con- 
ditions.” 

The opening message of the resolved ultimatum, 
sent on January 6, cleared the ground by a disclaimer 
of all needlessly irritating demands. Lord Salisbury 
repudiated any wish for apologies, or reparations, or 
censure upon individual agents; recognised with 
courteous completeness the right of a sovereign Power 
to deal as it thought fit with its own officers. But 
the forcible intrusion on territory occupied by British 
subjects or native tribes under British protection 
must be at once abandoned. An accompanying 
private telegram instructed Mr. Petre? to leave Lisbon 
within three days if a satisfactory reply to this missive 
had not been received: ‘‘ H.M.S. Enchantress will be 

1 See Chapter VII. p. 207. 


= Afterwards Sir George Petre, K.C.M.G. (knighted in recognition of the 
successful issue of this crisis). Minister at Lisbon, 1884-1893. 
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sent to bring you away.” Senor Barros Gomez! 
postponed distasteful decision by serenely ignoring 
facts. Forcible intrusion, he declared, was far from 
Portuguese thoughts: but until the negotiation of 
frontiers was concluded, he suggested that the status 
quo should be maintained. Present news from the 
scene of action illuminated the meaning that was 
intended to be attached to that phrase. Major Pinto’s 
lieutenants were continuing their march up the Shiré 
river ; had proclaimed a Portuguese protectorate, and 
were establishing fortified and garrisoned posts of 
permanent occupation in the Makololo territory. 
Minor aggressions of a similar character were reported 
from Matabeleland. On the 10th, Lord Salisbury 
asked to be informed as to the precise terms of the 
orders which had been sent to the Mozambique 
Governor. Unless they included the immediate recall 
of the offending expedition the assurances received 
could not be accepted as satisfactory. Twenty-four 
hours were allowed for a response to this enquiry. It 
failed to arrive, and on the 11th an ultimatum in form 
followed. H.M.G. “demanded and exacted” that 
the recall should be ordered in a telegraphic despatch 
whose terms they verbally dictated. 

The British warships in African waters were now 
assembled in the neighbourhood of Mozambique, and 
it was announced that the Channel squadron had 
left for the coast of Portugal under sealed orders. 
Presumably, if Lord Salisbury’s diagnosis was correct, 
Ministers at Lisbon had got what they wanted. They 
submitted, as they proclaimed, “in presence of an 
imminent rupture with Great Britain’ and all that 
must ensue from it. The telegram to Mozambique, as 
dictated by the British Government, was sent ; Major 
Pinto’s force withdrew from the Shiré territory and 


1 Portuguese Foreign Minister. 
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the fortified posts were razed ; the Lisbon mob broke 
the windows of the British Legation—though, since 
it extended the same treatment to the houses of its 
own Ministers, no diplomatic significance was attached 
to the incident; the British ships returned to their 
stations and the British Foreign Minister surrendered 
himself to his influenza supported by the satisfied 
consciousness that the sum had worked out to its 
calculated solution. 

A certain amount of criticism was expressed at the 
time at the contrast which these methods of ultimatum 
and naval pressure presented to those of careful 
courtesy employed towards more powerful nations. 
The criticism was cheap and the retort was obvious. 
No great Power would have dared to offer to an equal 
the provocation which Portugal had been continuously 
indulging in against England in the course of the 
past twelve months. The situation has frequently re- 
curred. Since there is no shame in the surrender of 
impotence, the weaker of two widely unequal nations 
enters upon a dispute with the stronger, consciously 
immune from ultimate catastrophe and is propor- 
tionately reckless. No great harm need result if, on 
the one hand, the great Power keeps its temper and 
maintains justice, and, on the other, abjures vanity 
and refuses to falsify realities by an exhibition of 
journalistic ‘‘ generosity.” 

The two Governments resumed diplomatic dis- 
cussion of “spheres of interest’ undisturbed by 
further sensational interludes. In March the Portu- 
guese Minister, probably anxious to escape responsi- 
bility before his public, proposed to refer the questions 
of title in dispute either to an international Conference 
or to an arbitrator. Lord Salisbury thought both 
courses impracticable and circulated a draft of his 
proposed reply among his colleagues. An_ inter- 
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national Conference, he said, was appropriate only for 
problems in which several nations were interested. 
The reasons which he gave for thinking that arbitra- 
tion would also be unsuitable on this occasion are 
interesting from the fact that he repeatedly witnessed 
to his belief in that method of settlement by resort to 
it on both large and small issues. 


“In the view of Her Majesty’s Government there 
are difficulties of a not less formidable character in the 
way of a reference to the decision of an arbitrator. If 
the question to be decided is a disputed issue of fact, 
reference to arbitration is not very difficult to arrange, 
and it is often the most expedient mode of terminating 
a discussion. It is easy to state the question of fact 
on which the difference of opinion has arisen and not 
difficult to find an arbitrator of sufficient capacity and 
impartiality to give a decision in which both parties 
may with confidence acquiesce. Again, if there is an 
admitted code, rule or system of law, the terms of 
which are well ascertained, and the validity of which 
is fully accepted by both parties, great advantage may 
result from seeking an arbitrator to ascertain the 
bearing of such a law upon the facts of the disputed 
case. 

‘‘But the discussion between Great Britain and 
Portugal unfortunately does not come under either of 
these descriptions and it is difficult to see how a 
Tribunal could give any judgment upon them, except 
one of purely arbitrary character. Portugal rests her 
case almost entirely upon transactions which are said 
to have passed two or three centuries ago. Great 
Britain rests her claim almost entirely upon the title 
that has been established by the self-sacrifice and 
successful exertions of British missionaries and traders 
within living memory. In this case the facts are not 
the main object in dispute, and there is no law ap- 
plicable to them which both parties would be willing 
to accept. It would not be possible to find any 
accepted principle or doctrine of international juris- 
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prudence that would guide an arbitrator in deciding 
the issue that is thus raised. He would have no rule 
by which his decision could be framed except that of 
general political expediency as it might present itself 
to his mind. It is evident that for such a task as this 
an arbitrator of sufficient impartiality would be 
exceedingly difficult to find.” (March 20, 1890.) 


After five more months of patient negotiation an 
agreement was reached which, though it failed to 
survive in its actual form, contained the gist of the 
final settlement. North of the Zambesi, England’s 
right to extend her settlements round Lake Nyasa and 
in the Shiré highlands, and Portugal’s claim to push 
her trade over the country to the west of these, round 
her ancient capital of Tete, were mutually recog- 
nised ; a Mashonaland frontier was agreed upon south 
of the Zambesi, and the demand for free international 
navigation throughout the length of the great river 
was also conceded by Portugal. She had hitherto 
assumed restrictive rights on its lower reaches and for 
the past two years Lord Salisbury had been insisting in 
vain that in the public interest it should be given the 
status already accorded to the Congo and the Niger as 
a “‘ highway of the nations.’”” The doubts which he 
had confided to his Colonial Secretary as to the practical 
value of this privilege for a river which had “ only one 
fathom of water in it, and not always that ’’ had been 
removed through the discovery of the Chinde mouths 
in the autumn of 1889 by an officer of the British 
survey. 

This Convention had a very brief life. It was 
signed on August 20, 1890, and was killed on Sep- 
tember 21, by the stormy refusal of the Portuguese 
Cortes to ratify it. The sequel was typical of the 
two races. The Portuguese Ministers depressedly post- 
poned further negotiation until the excitement of their 
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public had calmed down. The English in Matabele- 
land took immediate advantage of the pause to estab- 
lish claims of material possession on their opponents’ 
side of the unratiiied frontier. Lisbon took fright and 
appealed to Lord Salisbury to legalise it in a modus 
vivendi until new terms were negotiated. He agreed 
so far as to promise that for six months no act of 
British sovereignty should be exercised beyond it, but 
declined to be responsible for its defence against the 
inroads of unofficial persons. ‘‘ We have no power 
to do this,’’ he wrote to the Queen on November 6; 
‘““ we have no force in the country, and it is the business 
of the Portuguese to protect their own territory.’’} 
This they proved quite incapable of doing, even 
by pre-occupation, and when negotiations were re- 
sumed in earnest in the winter, a crowd of diggers, 
mostly of British nationality, had established them- 
selves on the Manica plateau, a gold-bearing district 
which had been left to Portugal under the August 
Convention. The South African Company demanded, 
both in Africa and in London, that what had now 
become vested interests should be respected in the new 
Treaty. Lord Salisbury found himself in the thank- 
less position of arbitrator between his own energetic 
nationals and their singularly inefficient competitors. 
Neither side showed any disposition to make his task 
easier. The British pioneers pursued their advances 
into the challenged districts with unremitting activity, 
even making treaties with black potentates in the 
Queen’s name, which Lord Salisbury promptly re- 
pudiated; while the Portuguese, incompetent for 
colonising rivalry, revenged themselves by violent 
obstruction of waterways and roads of communica- 
tion, over nearly all of which their possession of the 
sea-coast gave them control. Their friends meanwhile 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 652. 
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introduced a new feature into the negotiation by 
addressing petitions to Lord Salisbury through various 
private channels, to save the throne of Portugal from 
destruction by concessions to the passions of its people 
—an attempt to blackmail his monarchical sympathies 
which irritated him extremely. He indemnified him- 
self for his resolved patience in action by letters to his 
representative at Lisbon of a very opposite quality : 


To Sir George Petre, December 24, 1890. 


‘‘ I write a line to reinforce my telegram of yester- 
day. The Portuguese are in a fool’s paradise if they 
imagine we are going to take anything less than the 
Convention of August 20th. We may not require the 
various stipulations to be in the same proportion. 
We may take more territory and less communication, 
or more communication and less territory. But what- 
ever is withdrawn from us in one respect must be 
supplied in another. .. . 

‘““T am very much disgusted by the way in which 
their various agents harp upon the argument that 
unless we give them what they want their King will 
lose his throne. Their tone convinces me that this is 
mere ‘ exploitation.” They are making the most of 
their weakness. They should be made to feel that if 
they do attempt to shew their temper by upsetting 
their King, the only result will be the loss of their 
whole Colonial Empire, and their probable absorption 
by Spain. 

“IT think your language should be stiff and un- 
compromising, and you should point out to them that 
I have a public opinion as exacting and as powerful as 
their own; and that I shall not be allowed, even if I 
wished to do so, to sacrifice the rights of British Com- 
panies and close the door to British emigration in 
order to satisfy their susceptibilities. 

“Let them shew themselves really anxious to 
encourage communication by river, rail and telegraph 
through their dominions, and we shall have something 
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to shew if we ask for considerate treatment on the 
territorial question. Otherwise they must expect 
much more rigorous terms in the delimitation of 
frontier than those of August 20th.” 


High personages were drawn into support of the 
monarchical appeal: the Grand Duke of Baden, the 
Prince of Wales, the German Emperor; Her Majesty 
became a worried intermediary. These mediators 
were concerned only secondarily with the prophesied 
revolution in Portugal itself. Its importance in their 
eyes lay in its probable extension to Spain, whose 
emergence from chronic constitutional anarchy was 
scarcely yet a generation old. Her King was a child. 
The young Austrian widow of Alphonso XII. was 
carrying on the government with politicians largely 
corrupt and incredibly factious ; with a public opinion 
torn into opposing fragments by the schisms of past 
years; faced by a growing popular discontent ;_her- 
self, as a foreigner, suspected and distrusted by all 
parties alike. The courage and ability with which, 
in solitary self-dependence and inspired only by a 
mother’s loyalty, she maintained her struggle for order 
and cohesion under these disabilities, had evoked a 
strong sentiment of personal sympathy with her 
throughout Europe—a sympathy which was reinforced 
to reason by memories of the endless civil disorder 
which had hitherto been the normal sequel to political 
upheavals in Spain. 

Lord Salisbury, though he was more sceptical than 
his correspondents as to the imminence of the crisis 
in Portugal, appears to have shared in their appre- 
hension as to its results, and sent messages of encourage- 
ment and sympathy to the Queen-Regent through 
Queen Victoria, who carried on a correspondence with 
her. But he remained constant in his refusal to 
deflect his diplomacy as England’s trustee, and when 
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Count Hatzfeldt wrote in March to urge a plea on 
his master’s behalf for politic complaisance, he replied 
in much the same fashion as he had done to Sir George 
Petre at Christmas, though more civilly. Whatever 
influence the German Court owned at Lisbon would 
be more serviceably directed towards inducing a 
reasonable discretion in conduct than in suggestions 
of mediation. News had just been received that a 
British boat had been seized by Portuguese Customs 
officers on its way up the Limpopo river and sent back 
with its passengers under arrest to Lorenzo Marques. 


To Count Hatzfeldt, March 31, 1891. 


‘““. .. There are grave objections to submitting 
the proposals we intend to make to the preliminary 
approval of the German Government, or of the Triple 
Alliance. Such a step would be generally looked upon 
if it became known as involving the admission that, 
if our proposals should not meet with the approval 
of the German Government, it would be incumbent 
upon us to modify them, and I need not say that Iam 
not at liberty to make any such admission. 

‘“You may urge that, apart from any question of 
obligation, it is expedient for England to take steps to 
ascertain what terms will please the Lisbon populace, 
and to offer those in order to save the Monarchy. My 
reply is that we are quite willing to offer reasonable 
terms and are doing so now; but that we do not think 
it worth while to submit to unreasonable terms for the 
sake of preventing the Lisbon populace from over- 
throwing the Portuguese Monarchy ; and we should 
not be sustained by English opinion in doing so. If 
the Monarchy is so desperately weak that a concession 
to our reasonable demands will overthrow it, it is not 
worth saving. Even if by the sacrifice of our country- 
men’s rights we saved it for the moment, any slight 
accident would speedily being it to the ground... . 

“If the Portuguese Government is really in the 
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perilous condition which you fear, it should shape its 
conduct with some view to its own safety. It should 
abstain from exasperating the South African opinion 
with which, as it knows perfectly well, we have con- 
stant difficulty in contending. Instead of pursuing 
such a pacific policy it takes every opportunity of 
insulting and ill-treating British subjects. 

‘We are now in great embarrassment because, 
apparently without any legal warrant whatever, they 
have seized one of our ships on the Mozambique coast, 
or rather, in one of the rivers, which was doing no 
wrong; and they keep her under arrest and will give 
us no explanation. So strong is the feeling in South 
Africa that I have had a telegram from the High 
Commissioner, Sir Henry Loch, a calm and experienced 
man, strongly urging us to take action with the fleet, 
which would amount to a declaration of war with 
Portugal. 

“I cannot believe that the Portuguese Cabinet 
believe themselves to be in the danger you apprehend, 
or they would behave more reasonably. At least you 
will admit that they are making our position one of 
intolerable difficulty.” 


The balance of indiscretion hung about evenly 
between the contending claimants in South Africa. 
A few weeks later a somewhat similar incident called 
down the Prime Minister’s wrath upon his own com- 
patriots. As one of the conditions of the modus 
vivendi the Portuguese had promised free navigation 
on the river Pungwe? through their dominions. They 
failed to keep their promise, and in April, Sir John 
Willoughby, in command of two boats belonging to 
the Chartered Company, attempted to start up the 
river in defiance of their prohibition. The boats were 
seized, the Union Jack was hauled alown from them, 
and their commander was treated with insulting 

1 The Pungwe reaches the Indian Ocean at Beira and is the direct waterway 


to Manica and Eastern Mashonaland. 
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contumely. Lord Salisbury tolerated no poaching 
on Government prerogatives, and, having duly pro- 
tested at Lisbon, let the Company know privately 
what he thought of their proceedings. Sir John wrote 
to defend himself through a friend, Lord Granby, 
but did not get much satisfaction. 


To Lord Granby, May 238, 1891. 


‘“«  , . Does it not occur to him that he and his 
ought to have taken their own Government into 
counsel before he exposed his military uniform to 
insult. . . .1 Portugal has never declared the river 
open. What she has done was to promise last Novem- 
ber that she would give facilities for passing over it. 
No doubt she has been very dilatory in keeping that 
promise. If Willoughby had told us of his projects, 
we had full right to urge—and, if we chose, to enforce, 
—its performance. But that was a right which be- 
longed to Her Majesty’s Government, not to him. 
If I had contracted to give you a park key that you 
might go through the park at Hatfield—that contract 
would give you a right if you chose to sue me for non- 
performance of it. But it would not give you the 
right to kick my park gate down because the key had 
not come. That is the grievous confusion of thought 
of which Willoughby was guilty when he told the 
Roriusugge that he should go up the river in defiance 
of them.” 


Under the arrangement finally effected, the Com- 
pany secured most of the ground already occupied by 
its pioneers. Massi-Kessi, Lord Salisbury insisted upon 
its restoring: an agitated note of M. de Soveral’s, 
the Portuguese Minister in London, reminds him of a 
promise that he would do so. The remainder of the 

1 Sir John Willoughby held a commission in the Royal Horse Guards. He 


had been seconded for service with the Company and was a leader in the 
Jameson Raid four and a half years later. 
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coveted districts on the Manica plateau it retained 
on condition-of surrendering an equal number of 
acres from the territory north of the Zambesi which 
had been accorded to it under the August Convention. 
On May 14 the Prime Minister was able to tell 
the Queen that the Portuguese had accepted this 
compromise, and that, “‘ after an endless negotiation,” 
an agreement had been come to. It was ratified by 
the Cortes in June 1891. Its negotiation had lasted 
two and a half years and seen the defeat of four 
successive Foreign Ministers at Lisbon. 

Twenty-five years before, Dr. Livingstone had 
denounced Portugal’s tolerance of the Slave Trade, 
and his missionary successors were still critical of her 
treatment of the natives. Lord Harrowby’s congratu- 
lations to his friend on the conclusion of his task 
must have been expressive of this attitude, to judge 
from the deprecatory note in Lord Salisbury’s reply : 
** Poor Portugal! We have come to some sort of an 
arrangement which I trust will reasonably suit the 
British South African without upsetting the Braganza 
dynasty. But people are not reasonable, either at 
Lisbon or Cape Town”’ (May 15, 1891). 

The Portuguese Committee on Foreign Affairs, in 
recommending the Convention to the approval of the 
Cortes, spoke of it as an “ acceptable compromise,” 
while sadly admitting that it did not “ realise entirely 
their historical aspirations or legitimate rights.” In 
spite of this and of the crises of anger on either side, 
through which the negotiation had advanced, the 
settlement was surprisingly unproductive of lasting 
national estrangement. The reason for this is prob- 
ably to be found in the merit which Lord Salisbury 
claimed for it in the speech in which he announced its 
conclusion to the House of Lords on June 11. It 
fulfilled the condition essential to the smooth per- 
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manence of a political arrangement in its appropriate- 
ness to the national. characteristics of the contracting 
parties. The territory which it reserved for Great 
Britain’s influence would require, as he pointed out, 
active colonisation for its development ; that which 
would pass under that of Portugal would call for no 
extraneous labour beyond that of its actual inhabit- 
ants. The Portuguese could, in fact, have made no 
use of the opportunities which their public were so 
loth to renounce. Thus there followed none of those 
revolts of consciously baulked ambition in societies 
or individuals which, in a race of greater colonising 
capacity, would have recurrently renewed and kept 
alive resentment. 
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ROBERT, MARQUIS OF SALISBURY 
From a portrait by G. F. Watts in the National Portrait Gallery 


CHAPTER X 
THE PARTITION OF AFRICA (8) 
THE ANGLO-GERMAN CONVENTION 
1890 
THE EAST AFRICAN PROTECTORATES 


Lorp SALISBURY’S suggestion to the German Govern- 
ment that the multiplying disputes of title in East 
Africa should be referred to arbitration was not replied 
to till the third week in January 1890, and then 
the reply, though approving, was inconclusive. The 
Germans had not been fortunate in a resort to this 
method on a minor issue in the previous summer, in 
connection with their detached settlement at Witu1— 
a centre of recurrent discord at this period. It had a 
provocative value in the eyes of the more aggressive 
members of the German Colonial party. Their posses- 
sion of it barred any coastal expansion of the British 
Colony to the north, and, were it ever practicable to 
extend their occupation of its desert background ‘far 
enough inland, the English might be cut off also from 
approach to Uganda and the Nile sources. But it was 
economically worthless, such commercial value as it 
had being dependent on two or three islands which lay 
close to its shores. To one of these, Lamu, which was 
almost contiguous to the mainland, Germany had laid 


1 The earliest German acquisition on the coast, lying to the north of 
the then territory of British East Africa. See Vol. III. Chapter VIII. 
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claim. But the Sultan of Zanzibar had never for- 
given the compulsion under which, four years be- 
fore, his predecessor had had to recognise her title to 
Witu itself. He rejected her claim and granted a lease 
of the island to her British rivals. M. Lambernon, 
the Belgian Foreign Minister, was asked to arbitrate. 
He decided that Lamu had not been included in the 
original cession of Witu and that the Sultan could do 
what he liked with it. 

The trouble from the German point of view was 
that what the Sultan liked—whether it were Seyyid 
Barghash or Seyyid Khalifa or his successor of this 
year, Seyyid Ali—was always what the British Consul- 
General of the day asked for. The German Chancellor’s 
erstwhile vituperation of the hostile “‘ incitements ” of 
Sir John Kirk and his subordinates found an echo now 
in his son’s denunciations of Colonel Euan Smith’s 
‘“‘intrigues.”” Manda and Patta were other small 
islands lying also in the neighbourhood of Witu, but 
still admittedly in the Sultan’s own hands. Disorders 
broke out in them this winter, and the British Company 
sent an agent of its own to pacify them. The German 
Government protested strongly against this apparent 
illegality ; Count Hatzfeldt besieged Lord Salisbury’s 
convalescence with urgent appeals for his intervention. 
And then it was announced that the Sultan had 
privately conceded rights of administration in the 
islands to the Company. Count Herbert was very 
wroth, and demanded assurances from Sir Edward 
Malet that there should be no more “‘ secret conces- 
sions, suddenly announced.’ Lord Salisbury re- 
monstrated with his subordinate, but made the 
incident a text on which to preach more serious efforts 
after settlement than the Germans had recently dis- 
played. “Colonel Euan Smith has been strongly 
warned and I think there is no danger of surprises 
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from that quarter,” he wrote to Sir Edward in Feb- 
ruary. ‘‘ But.the Germans must not throw difficulties 
in the way of arbitration as the friction between 
Germans and Englishmen in Africa whenever they 
come into contact is increasing ” (February 21, 1890). 
In spite of this adjuration no active steps appear 
to have been taken by either Government for the next 
two months. Count Hatzfeldt was on a holiday ; 
Lord Salisbury was seeking recovery from influenza 
on the Riviera; a more sufficing explanation is prob- 
ably to be found in Prince Bismarck’s fall from power. 
It took place in March and was preceded and followed 
by a turmoil of uncertainty at German headquarters. 
Meanwhile, happenings in the interior of Africa, 
rumours of which gradually filtered through to Europe, 
showed that efforts to secure a favourable de facto 
position before judgment was entered were not con- 
fined to Englishmen. When, in the spring of ’89, Dr. 
Karl Peters, the Chairman of the German East African 
Company and founder of its colony, was deposed by 
his Government from its control, he determined to 
strike a blow for the Fatherland on his own account. 
He collected a force of 300 Zanzibar Arabs, evaded the 
British men-of-war which, in conjunction with those of 
his own country, were still blockading the coast, and 
in May landed in Witu and plunged forthwith into the 
unexplored region in its rear. It was inhabited by 
untameable tribes and intersected by deserts and 
marshes which had hitherto been looked upon as 
impenetrable. Rumours reached Europe in the winter 
that he and his whole force had been slaughtered. 
They were not true, and in March 1890 the indomitable 
adventurer appeared in Uganda, 600 miles from his 
base, and concluded a treaty with Mwanga, the king 
actually in possession, under which the whole kingdom 
was declared a German protectorate. Beyond it lay 
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the region of the mountain Nile, as yet, except for one 
or two pioneer explorers, untouched by white visitors, 
and, through it, the southern approach to the Soudan. 
A treaty of protection concluded with a black potentate 
was, until ratified by material occupation, a friable 
foundation on which to build hopes of empire. But 
the fact remained that Germany had formally tabled 
a claim, which if it should become effective would not 
only seriously hamper the inland development of 
British trade, but would place the head-waters of the 
great river at her command and even make her a 
competitor for dominion in the valley—sacrosanct in 
Lord Salisbury’s eyes—with which Egypt’s existence 
was bound up. The ownership of Witu had attained 
a new and critical importance through this practical 
assertion of its hinterland rights. 

In April the project of arbitration had so far 
advanced that it was decided to send Sir Perey 
Anderson, the head of the Colonial Department at 
the Foreign Office, to discuss its bases with the Colonial 
officials at Berlin. They also had to be discussed 
with the directors of the two British Companies whose 
chartered rights and responsibilities gave them a 
status almost equivalent to that of self-governing 
colonies. Lord Salisbury consulted these clients loy- 
ally, but was austere in the demands which he made 
upon them. He expected from them not only a com- 
pliant self-restraint in their demands for new oppor- 
tunities but a perfect energy and efficiency in making 
use of those which they already owned. Sir William 
Mackinnon, the Chairman of the British East African 
Company, failed to satisfy him in either respect. He 
was a patriotic and genuinely disinterested man and 
finely philanthropic in his ideals, but he had neither 
the command of funds nor the personal characteristics 
required for the task of quasi-sovereignty which his 
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Company had undertaken. Lord Salisbury wrote from 
the Riviera to.his Chancellor of the Exchequer a week 
before his return to London. 


To Mr. Goschen, April 10, 1890.—Monte Carlo. 


“ . . . The great difficulty here [in the East 
African problem] is the character of Mackinnon... . 
He has none of the qualities for pushing an enterprise 
which depends on decision and smartness. He has 
got the finest harbour on the coast—has had it for 
five years—yet there is not even a jetty there. His 
hopes of trade depend on his enabling the caravans 
to get over a waterless belt of fifty miles which separate 
him from the profitable country. Yet, though he has 
had a mass of railway material there a long time, he 
has not yet laid a yard of it. He has no energy for 
anything except quarrelling with Germans. 

‘* With such a man, the only chance is settling every- 
thing by arbitration—and for that I am pushing as 
hard as I can. Any terms we might get for him from 
the Germans by negotiation he would denounce as a 
base truckling to the Emperor. So the responsibility 
must be thrown on an arbitrator. .. .” 


Nevertheless, in the event, it was shouldered by 
the writer. This letter contains the last reference to 
the proposal for arbitration to be found in his private 
correspondence, nor is it again alluded to in the German 
documents. The Germans had never shown them- 
selves enthusiastic about it—but they had not re- 
jected it, and no reason appears on the face of things 
for Lord Salisbury’s sudden silence upon the one 
positive proposal with which he had hitherto identified 
himself. The only explanation that seems probable 
is that at this date a fundamental change took place 
in his conception of the problem to be dealt with. 
The issues opened out in the scheme of the Anglo- 
German Convention, as he presented it four weeks 
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later to the German ambassador, were, in fact, de- 
tached from any question of “claims” and were 
therefore outside the purview of arbitration. There 
is a discouraging absence of written records as to his 
inception of this scheme or indeed as to his awakening 
to the need and opportunity for it. In no letter to 
Queen or colleague or agent working for him at Berlin 
is there any anticipatory allusion to its provisions, 
startlingly new as some of them were. Nor, until 
that day in the middle of May when he presented 
Count Hatzfeldt with the whole plan, cut and dried, 
does he appear to have ever hinted at any separate 
item of it in conversation with him. Rarely can a 
political enterprise of equal importance have left 
behind so few traces of the process of its incubation. 
One can only say that since, when he wrote to Mr. 
Goschen on April 10, he was still “‘ pushing as hard 
as he could for arbitration,’’ his conscious purpose 
had not then gone beyond the drawing of frontier lines 
between the existing settlements. It must have been 
only after his return to England on the 18th, and 
during the three weeks that followed, that he faced the 
full possibilities and dangers of the position in East 
Africa and, with a brain cleared from the last lingering 
mists of influenza, set his powers of vision and cal- 
culation to work upon a plan for dealing with them. 
That during that interval he should have breathed 
no word to confidant or counsellor on the alternative 
choices which must have filled his thoughts would be 
eminently characteristic of him. One is reminded of 
his self-confession: ‘‘ I can’t understand the value 
which people attach to ‘ talking things over.’ Until 
my own mind is made up I find the intrusion of other 
men’s thoughts merely worrying.” 

All this time the delimitation negotiations were 
proceeding in the quasi-publicity of departmental cor- 
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respondence with Berlin and consultations in London 
with the two British Directorates. The bases on 
which this question of boundaries came to be argued 
might have proved, had the matter been brought to 
the test, as difficult of reference to arbitration as the 
Portuguese dispute—and for much the same reasons. 
No issue of law or of fact was involved: the opposing 
claims rested on the application of rival theories, both 
of which were arguable and neither of which was 
supported by any objective or traditional sanction. 
In a Memorandum circulated later to his colleagues, 
Lord Salisbury summarised these conditions : 


*“ The claims of the Germans rest simply upon the 
doctrine of * Hinterland,’ which they have to a great 
extent invented, and which in their arguments appears 
to mean that, if you have possessions in an uncivilised 
country, you have a right to extend those possessions 
to an unlimited distance inland from the sea, until you 
strike the frontier of another civilised country. On 
this ground they claim to extend their territory west- 
ward, both to the south and the north of Lake Tan- 
ganyika, till it abuts on the frontier of the Congo 
State.” 


He describes what the geographical results of this 
extension would be, and then, with customary detach- 
ment, states the case of his own two clients. 


‘“* |. . The English, on the contrary, rest their 
claims upon two grounds. In the first place they 
have a claim, for which it is not very easy to discover 
any international foundation, that they shall have an 
unbroken stretch of territory from Cape Town on the 
south to Lado, the point at which the Nile becomes 
navigable, on the north, and that this stretch of 
territory shall only be broken by the waterway of 
Lake Tanganyika. Secondly, a far more tenable 
ground of claim consists in the fact that, on the south 
of Lake Tanganyika the English originally discovered, 
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and have now for many years, through the African 
Lakes Company, through Mr. Stevenson and through 
the Scottish missions, occupied the territory which 
the Germans claim. . . . To the north of Lake 
Tanganyika the English claim rests wholly upon the 
treaties which Mr. Stanley, and possibly Mr. Jackson,* 
have made with the King of Uganda and other natives. 
The weak point of such treaties, as a ground of title, 
is that generally they are confronted by a parallel set 
of treaties made with another European Power by the 
same native Potentates, or by native Potentates 
claiming the same country; and Mr. Stanley’s and 
Mr. Jackson’s treaties do not seem to be exempt from 
this inconvenient flaw.”’ (Cabinet Memorandum, June 2, 
1890.) 


He presents his colleagues with the compromise 
which he has proposed and hopes to achieve. The 
Germans, especially the German Emperor, “ whose 
personal interposition is evidently shaping the course 
of German policy in this matter,’ were ineradicably 
opposed to the idea which Mr. Rhodes had made 
popular in England of a continuous line of British 
occupation from south to north. They dreaded being 
‘““hemmed in” between England and the sea, and 
insisted upon some substantial outlet to the Congo 
Free State—whose territories at this time were gener- 
ally looked upon as prospectively purchaseable. Lord 
Salisbury suggested that this outlet should be supplied 
between the Lakes Victoria and Tanganyika through 
an acceptance of the German “hinterland ”’ principle 
for their northern demarcation. Against this he had 
demanded that the British principle of ‘* previous 
settlement” should be accepted for the southern 
demarcation, which would secure Great Britain’s 


1 Sir Frederick Jackson, K.C.M.G., 1860-1927. At this time Assistant 
Commissioner of the East African Company. Later, Commissioner in Uganda, 
1896-1900 ; Lieutenant-Governor in East Africa, 1902-11; Governor of 
Uganda, 1911-17. 
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mission and trading stations on the two southern lakes, 
the connecting Stevenson road, and the access of the 
new Rhodesian enterprise to the waterway of Tangan- 
yika. This would involve a thrusting back of the 
frontier which the Germans would have secured south 
of Tanganyika on the hinterland principle to the extent 
of 150 to 200 miles, and their consent to the concession 
was only finally obtained in connection with the larger 
scheme of the Anglo-German Convention. 

On the other hand, the East African Company, 
through their chairman, were resisting with even 
greater obstinacy the sacrifice demanded of them 
between the Lakes. Lord Salisbury comments, not 
quite fairly, upon the superior reasonableness of their 
South African colleagues—the beneficiaries under the 
compromise. But the East Africans were powerfully 
championed. The proposed arrangement would in- 
volve the abandonment of some of Mr. Stanley’s 
treaty-bought provinces, and Lord Salisbury charged 
him with being the instigator of Sir William 
Mackinnon’s revolt. The Memorandum concludes 
with a challenge to possible Cabinet nervousness : 
‘“‘ The question, practically, to which ‘ Aye’ or ‘ No’ 
must be replied is, whether Sir William Mackinnon 
and Mr. Stanley are to be over-ruled or not.” 

Nervousness would not have been incomprehensible. 
Mr. Stanley had returned to England in the spring. 
The story of his wonderful two years’ struggle through 
the sunless Congo jungles had preceded him and the 
unsavouriness of some of its episodes had not yet been 
revealed. For some months he was enthroned as the 
idol of the British nation; crowds followed him 
wherever he went; high and low competed for the 
honour of his presence. His speeches were probably 
affected by the unexhausted effect upon his nerves 
and brain of the strain through which he had passed. 
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At a series of meetings, called together by various 
public bodies in his honour, he sprinkled the thrilling 
story of his adventures with denunciations of craven 
politicians who should fail to reap the harvest of 
glorious empire which he had sown. The reaction of 
these attacks upon Lord Salisbury’s combative in- 
stincts was apparently to dissipate the fears of jingo 
wrath on which he had dwelt to Count Hatzfeldt in 
the winter. He did not restrict himself to ironic 
references in confidential communications to his 
Cabinet. In a speech at a Merchant Taylor’s Banquet 
on May 22, he made public fun of the hero’s perora- 
tions: ‘‘ Mr. Stanley has warned you that the British 
Government is doing terrible things—that it has 
surrendered vast forests and tremendous mountains 
and great kingdoms which he has offered the British 
public to occupy ; and he gives you mysterious hints 
in order that you may interfere in time or—if you do 
not interfere—that you may be satisfied to submit to 
his threat that the Company with which he is con- 
nected will abandon Africa to its fate.” 

Perhaps his spirit was attuned to defiance of flag- 
waving patriotism at this moment by the conscious- 
ness that he was contemplating a more intimate affront 
to it than could be inflicted by any paring down of 
*““ spheres of interest” in tropical Africa. What his 
Elizabethan ancestors might have described as the 
“Inward plot ’’ had by now reached fruition so far as 
confidential communication to the German ambassador 
went. 

His new study of the situation had impressed upon 
him the urgency of two problems of danger and oppor- 
tunity with which the trading Companies had no direct 
concern, but which, if left unsolved, must remain a 
constant menace to the peace of the world. One was 
the position in Zanzibar. It had for the last seven 
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years constituted a running sore in our relations with 
Germany and more than once threatened trouble with 
Italy. The theoretically sovereign status of its Arab 
ruler entitled all other Governments to approach him 
independently, and his actual subservience to Eng- 
land exposed her to their wrathful suspicion whenever 
they failed to get what they wanted from him. This 
sentiment, sporadic among the less interested Powers, 
had become chronic in the case of Germany. The 
exasperation was mutual. German colonial pioneers, 
with small experience of their own, and jealously re- 
pudiating that of their rivals, were perpetually offend- 
ing against British traditions of conduct in their 
behaviour towards the natives. When these appealed, 
as of course, to the dominant white Power, its officers, 
impotent to exhibit the championship expected of 
them, expatiated in expletives in their reports home 
and did not conceal their fevered irritation on the spot. 
The boot was sometimes on the other leg. The 
servants and subjects of the great white Queen were 
not content with maintaining, in their own persons 
and with general approval, their standards of justice 
or financial purity—they expected them, most un- 
reasonably, to be deferred to by the indigenous hier- 
archy. There were Arab princelings—many of them 
—who hated to be reformed: the formation of 
‘* German ” and “ French ”’ parties among them was a 
self-evident procedure: a decadent Court at the 
centre provided ample opportunities for intrigue, 
bribery, and menace, and British Civil Servants, with 
fingers itching for paternal compulsion, were them- 
selves forced to resort to those methods in combating 
even the grossest abuses. The central and also the 
least popular object of their efforts—the anti-slavery 
crusade—was hopelessly hampered. Multiple control 
had long been an axiomatic evil in Lord Salisbury’s 
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conception. What he had protested against attempt- 
ing in Samoa and successfully eliminated from Egypt, 
he now felt to be justifying all his condemnation in its 
practical working in Zanzibar. There could be no 
permanence of peaceful neighbourliness between the 
wrangling whites or the Governments that had per- 
force to back them, nor solidity of civilising progress 
in the island itself until England was given a free hand 
and the Sultan and his Court ceased to be provocative 
subjects for cosmopolitan bullying and corruption. 

Of less immediate importance to the cause of peace, 
but threatening it even more acutely in the future, was 
the question of succession to the Witu hinterland in 
Uganda and beyond. This subject finds no direct 
mention in the boundary negotiations, but a phrase in 
Lord Salisbury’s correspondence with one of his agents 
abroad is significant of the course of his thought. In 
the first week in May, news reached Europe that King 
Mwanga, true to the traditions of his kind, had— 
within a month of signing his treaty with Dr. Karl 
Peters—asked, through one of the pioneers of the 
East African Company, to be admitted to the protec- 
tion of the Union Jack. Baron von Marschall, the 
new Foreign Minister at Berlin, was agitated at this 
news and very angry. To soothe him, Sir Percy 
Anderson suggested that an exchange of assurances 
in support of the status quo in Uganda should be 
offered. Lord Salisbury demurred: ‘* Until our in- 
formation is more complete, I should not be inclined 
to enter into fresh specific engagements about those 
regions” (May 4). Baron von Marschall’s indigna- 
tion was symptomatic. A British treaty with Uganda 
was already looked upon as poaching upon German 
preserves, as intruding upon an appanage of the Witu 
protectorate. A vista of future conflict was opened 
out, with Uganda and the head waters of the Nile as 
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the prize to be contended for. With the British 
missions established in Uganda on the one hand, and 
the hinterland rights of Witu on the other, as basic 
claims, the race for material possession which must 
follow would reproduce in aggravated form every 
existing source of trouble between England and 
Germany, and that on an issue upon which Lord 
Salisbury had made up his mind not to give way. 

But England had no more locus standi for claim- 
ing to replace Germany in Witu than for inviting her 
consent to an exclusive British Protectorate in Zanzi- 
bar. Neither object could be attained except in re- 
turn for value paid down, and Lord Salisbury’s African 
banking account was already overdrawn. In May, in 
fact, the boundary negotiations came to a standstill 
owing to Germany’s refusal to regard the treaty- 
bought provinces between the Lakes as an adequate 
set-off to the wide stretch of hinterland demanded of 
her south of Tanganyika. The purchase money must 
evidently be looked for elsewhere. 

There is a touch of unconscious drama in Count 
Hatzfeldt’s account of the British Minister’s sudden 
revelation of his new requirements and of the price 
that he was prepared to pay for them. On May 13,1 
after the two men had been engaged in long and fruit- 
less discussion in the Secretary of State’s room at the 
Foreign Office over the irreconcilable claims of “ hinter- 
land”’ and ‘‘ previous settlement,’’ Lord Salisbury made 
a break in the conversation and “ after some hesita- 
tion”’ offered to reveal for Count Hatzfeldt’s personal 
benefit the ‘‘ sum of his wishes ” with respect to Hast 
Africa. The Count, with ready curiosity, welcomed 
the offer and listened with admitted dismay to the 
budget which the Prime Minister proceeded to unfold. 
It began with a full statement of the boundary con- 

1 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. ii. p. 82 (Gr. Pol. vol. viii. p. 11). 
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cessions demanded by both Companies to the north 
and south of the German colony—without the com- 
promise subsequently agreed to on the northern line. 
This was followed by an invitation to cede Witu, with 
its rights over “neighbouring districts,” and the list 
of requirements closed with the proposal for an ex- 
clusive British Protectorate at Zanzibar. Then, with- 
out further preface or any hint of invitation from the 
wholly unprepared ambassador, the Prime Minister 
threw down Heligoland on the table. 

Count Hatzfeldt boasted at the close of the nego- 
tiations which followed that Lord Salisbury had never 
been allowed to suspect the value which Germany 
attached to Heligoland.t If that were so, he must 
have been a singularly audacious negotiator, since— 
except for the offer to utilise England’s conceded 
authority in Zanzibar to secure Germany the oppor- 
tunity of purchasing her present leasehold on the 
coast—this proposal of May 13 involved an unbroken 
series of German concessions, with Heligoland as the 
sole makeweight. 

Ignorance, it is true, might have been explicable 
in that Germany’s value for the island, except on 
purely sentimental grounds, was of very recent origin. 
It had had no history, mainly because no one had 
wanted it. It was useless commercially, had never 
been fortified, and was so near the German coast that 
its fortification by any other nation would have been 
a deliberately provocative act. It may be affirmed that 
for many years past no British Government would have 
refused a reasonable offer for it. But no offer, reason- 
able or otherwise, had ever been made. Even the senti- 
ment of Germany with regard to it had attained no 
force until her emergence as a united Empire under 
the aegis of Prince Bismarck ; and Prince Bismarck 


1 Germ, Dip. Doc. vol. ii. p. 42 (Gr. Pol. vol. viii. p. 24). 
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was not the man to waste diplomatic resources on a 
sentiment. For a few brief days in 1884, he appears 
to have contemplated inviting the Gladstone Govern- 
ment to make him a free gift of the island in ac- 
knowledgment of his friendly offices in Egyptian 
politics. But in his outbreak of anger that spring, 
over the Colonial quarrel, he told his ambassador that 
he would not mix up a fanciful grievance with the 
very real ones which he conceived that he had against 
England and forbade him to prosecute the matter 
further.! 

The inception of the Kiel Canal in 1887 had changed 
all this. The hitherto despised sandrock was recog- 
nised by naval strategists as an invaluable bastion 
to the future gateway of the German fleet. Silence 
was jealously preserved as to this revised assessment 
of its worth, but the consideration was one to appeal 
acutely to the young Emperor who succeeded to the 
throne the following year and who was already in 
love with naval aspirations. His counsellors followed 
suit ; public opinion felt the unpublished impulsion, 
and by 1889 the press had begun to teem with allusions 
to the old grievance of sentiment and to the chances 
of its removal as an outcome of England’s present 
friendship. 

Mr. Chamberlain, meeting Count Herbert Bismarck 
at a dinner-party in London that spring, suggested 
the idea of exchanging Heligoland against Angra 
Pequena—the circumstances of whose acquisition by 
Germany five years before seem still to have rankled 
in the memory of Lord Granville’s Imperialist colleague. 
The German documents give a full account of the 
conversation and of the perturbations that followed 
in Berlin. Count Herbert reported it home exult- 


1 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. i. pp. 170-174 (Gr. Pol. vol. iv. pp. 50, 56, 58). 
2 Ibid. vol. i. pp. 877-378 (Gr. Pol. vol. iv. pp. 406-409). 
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antly, reminding his father that many of their com- 
patriots were already anxious to get rid of the dis- 
appointing experiment in South West Africa at any 
price. He said that he had carefully concealed his 
elation from his interlocutor but had suggested his 
bringing the proposition before the Prime Minister 
through the mediation of Lord Hartington. Count 
Hatzfeldt was warned, and in due time, on April 13, 
discovered in the course of conversation that the 
proposal had ‘‘ come through” to Lord Salisbury. 
The Minister showed no enthusiasm for it: though 
veiled under diplomatic courtesy, “ Thank you for 
nothing ’’ seems to have represented his attitude 
towards the offer of Angra Pequena. As to the re- 
ciprocatory cession of Heligoland he said nothing, 
except to agree when the ambassador, true to his 
instructions to eschew all appearance of eagerness, 
expressed his personal doubts as to its being of any 
real value to Germany. The conversation was in- 
terrupted and Lord Salisbury ended with a non- 
commital “Si vous voulez, nous en reparlerons une 
autre fois.” —‘‘ If you wish, we can talk of it another 
time.” 

But the “other time’ never came. ‘ Wait!” 
Prince Bismarck tersely noted on the margin of the 
ambassador’s despatch, and Count Hatzfeldt obed- 
iently waited. But in vain: nothing happened: 
Lord Salisbury never recurred to the subject, and after 
two months the Emperor became impatient and ex- 
ploded in an excited message to his Chancellor.2 He 
‘* considered Heligoland to be militarily of the greatest 
importance”; he was confident that the proposed 
arrangement could be effected; had not the Queen 
just made him an Admiral? Lord Salisbury was as 


1 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. i. p. 878 (Gr. Pol. vol. iv. p. 410). 
* Ibid. vol. i. p. 881 (Gr. Pol. vol. iv. p. 418). 
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favourably inclined to Germany as he was all-powerful, 
and besides, there was the Chamberlain influence to 
count upon. Let them hurry up the business so that 
he could sign the exchange of territory during his 
approaching visit to Osborne in August (June 21, 
1889). But the old statesman read the mind of his 
English neighbour otherwise. Lord Salisbury’s con- 
tinued silence, he said, was in his eyes conclusive of 
an attitude the reverse of what the Emperor hoped 
for. If they forced him to break it, it would be by a 
definite refusal—wounding to Anglo-German friend- 
ship—injurious to further hopes for Heligoland. His 
counsel prevailed and the subject was allowed to drop. 

Less than a fortnight after the high powers at 
Berlin had been thus interchanging guesses as to the 
British Minister’s state of mind, a passage in a letter 
to Sir Edward Malet suggests an instance of the almost 
uncanny vision as to what was going on behind closed 
doors in Europe of which he sometimes gave proof. 
The occasion for the coincidence was too trivial to 
account for it. A German naval captain had omitted 
to salute the Union Jack as he steamed past Heligo- 
land. Lord Salisbury apologised for troubling the 
ambassador on the matter; ‘‘ But the awkward part 
of this proceeding is that newspapers in both countries 
have talked about the possible cession of Heligoland. 
As you are aware, we are absolutely opposed to such 
a measure, but the ways of the German navy rather 
give countenance to such a rumour.” He didn’t 
propose any formal remonstrance but wanted Sir 
Edward, if he had the opportunity with some leading 
member of the German Admiralty, “to suggest to 
them the expediency of more respectful behaviour ”’ 
(July 3). 

The education of this undefined official in inter- 


1 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. i. p. 884 (Gr. Pol. vol. iv. p. 417). 
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national good manners, or even the disciplining of 
press rumours on. an eminently non-urgent matter, 
seems scarcely to have justified this direct interposition 
by the Secretary of State. Even Lord Salisbury made 
occasional use of his under and private secretaries. 
But the preparation of an unconscious and indirect 
channel for delicately counteracting the divined im- 
pression left by Mr. Chamberlain’s over-zeal might 
comprehensibly call for personal handling. In the 
light of subsequent history the repudiating phrase 
must evidently be amplified. He wanted nothing 
from Germany at that moment which offered measur- 
able equivalence to what he believed to be her present 
estimate of Heligoland’s value. Angra Pequena, from 
that point of view, was derisible. Therefore, under 
existing or contemplated conditions, his opposition 
to the cession was absolute. As the game stood, that 
particular card was unplayable. But it remained in 
his hand. In the following May, as has been seen, 
the occasion for its effective production arrived. The 
removal, now and for the future, of all occasions for 
quarrelling with Germany in Africa; the rounding 
off of a large and fruitful opportunity for the develop- 
ment of England’s enterprise in what is now Northern 
Rhodesia; the safeguarding for all time of her 
southern approach to the Nile Valley, were the prize 
at stake—and the card was played. 

The initial response was dubious: the German 
Foreign Office either had not been admitted to the 
confidence of the “all highest’? or was subtle in its 
caution. Baron von Marschall, while indignantly 
rejecting Lord Salisbury’s exorbitant African demands, 
only noticed the Heligoland-Zanzibar suggestion to 
recommend Count Hatzfeldt “not to adopt a priori 
an attitude of refusal” towards it.1_ Lord Salisbury 


* Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. ii. p. 85 (Gr. Pol. vol. viii. p. 14). 


““MATTERS FOR CONCESSION ” 295 


drew back, regretfully doubting whether, in view of 
the Stanley agitation in England, it would not be 
better to postpone the negotiations altogether for a 
few months. Baron von Marschall retorted on this 
suggestion by a reminder that before the end of June 
Dr. Peters would have reached the coast of the Red 
Sea on his return journey from Uganda, and that the 
Stanley agitation would be more than paralleled in 
Germany; England had no monopoly in fire-eating 
popular idols.? 

There ensued a comically rapid revolution to 
an eager welcome of the new proposals on the part 
of the Berlin Minister. It was expressed in a series 
of telegrams to his ambassador on a rising note 
of urgency—representative, no doubt, of successive 
messages from Potsdam. They culminated on May 
29 in a declaration that “ the possession of Heligoland 
was of supreme importance to Germany and by far 
the most serious matter in the whole negotiation.” 
By the side of it “ our East African interests merely 
come forward as matters for concession.” ? Two days 
later, the Count was instructed to abandon altogether 
the long-contested struggle over the southern frontier 
and surrender the whole of the hinterland in dispute 
south of Tanganyika. Witu and its hinterland were 
to be conceded; the Zanzibar Protectorate was to 
be recognised; the claim to Lake Ngami and to its 
surrounding territories in the South-West had already 
been given up in return for a rectification of frontier 
between Togoland and the Gold Coast and a corridor 
approach from German South-West to the Zambesi. 
If Lord Salisbury, after all this, still insisted also upon 
the British East African Company’s demands north 
of Tanganyika, and “if the conclusion of the agree- 


1 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. ii. p. 40 (Gr. Pol. vol. viii. p. 20). 
2 Ibid. vol. ii. p. 37 (Gr. Pol. vol. viii. pp. 17-18). 
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ment depended exclusively on this question,” the 
ambassador was to “‘ ask for further instructions.” 4 
Lord Salisbury did not insist and would probably 
not have done so even had he been aware of that final 
note of hesitation. Hard bargains make bad diplomacy 
and the complete envelopment of the German colony 
would have been submitted to under an abiding 
sense of grievance. So on Tuesday, June 38, the 
Cabinet decided ‘‘ to overrule Mr. Stanley ” and accept 
the compromise which their chief had recommended 
to them in his Memorandum of the previous day. 
Over the Heligoland-Zanzibar project there was 
more hesitation. It is not clear as to when precisely 
Lord Salisbury took his colleagues into consultation 
about it. On May 30 he expressed to Count Hatzfeldt 
an intention of discussing it with them and said that 
some of them were nervous on account of public opinion, 
a nervousness which “he did not share.”? At the 
meeting of the Cabinet on the following Tuesday, 
June 3, at which the delimitation arrangement was 
agreed to, he brought the proposal formally before it, 
and reported to the ambassador that evening that 
he had found ‘“‘much anxiety”? among its members 
on the subject. He suggested that it might be de- 
ferred for later consideration. Berlin telegraphed an 
emphatic refusal; the whole negotiation must now 
stand or fall together; opinion in Germany would 
otherwise never tolerate the frontier concessions which 
had been proposed.? This reply was no doubt antici- 
pated and Lord Salisbury prepared to round off his 
case for presentation for the Cabinet’s final decision. 
On Thursday the 5th, a private and ‘‘ most secret ” 
telegram was despatched to Colonel Euan Smith. 


1 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. ii. p. 39 (Gr. Pol. vol. viii. p. 20). 
2 Ibid. vol. ii. p. 38 (Gr. Pol. vol. viii. p. 19). 
8 Ibid. vol. ii. p. 40 (Gr. Pol. vol. viii. pp. 21-22). 
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To Colonel Euan Smith, June 5, 1890. 


(Private and most secret.—To be deciphered by 
yourself.) 


““ Negotiations have reached a point at which it 
may be agreed between us and Germany that we should 
take the Protectorate of the Sultanate of Zanzibar. 
It is a mere possibility and would probably be accom- 
panied by some proposal for buying the Sultan’s 
interest in the German Coast line. I am consulting 
you to know, in the utmost confidence, whether the 
Sultan could be prevailed upon to accept our Pro- 
tectorate quietly. Of course it would involve the 
guarantee of his throne by us.” 


It needed only to suggest reluctance in this 
quarter in order to demonstrate its absence. The 
Sultan could hope for nothing better than to exchange 
his many masters for the one who, in spite of per- 
nickety standards of administration and ascetic views 
about finance, had always stood his friend against the 
threats and bullying of the others. 

The Queen had been informed of the project and, 
from Balmoral, reinforced the group of reluctant 
protesters among her Ministers. On Sunday the 8th, 
Lord Salisbury reported to her that the Cabinet had 
met again, had decided that the matter required more 
careful sifting, and had appointed a Committee con- 
sisting of himself, Mr. Smith, Mr. Goschen, Mr. Balfour, 
the Secretary for War, and the First Lord of the 
Admiralty, to confer with naval experts on the subject. 
The Cabinet would meet to consider the result of this 
Conference on Tuesday the 10th. As he subsequently 
informed the House of Lords, the verdict of the sailors 
was not unfavourable, and on the 10th, after a some- 
what agitating week, the Cabinet unanimously agreed 
upon accepting the arrangement. 
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The Queen, however, required further persuasion, 
and two telegrams which Lord Salisbury sent to her 
are severally illuminating as to the reasons which had 
primarily inspired himself and as to the arguments 
which, presumably, had proved convincing to his 
colleagues and naval advisers : 


To the Queen, June 10, 1890.1 


66 


.. . The Cabinet unanimously and earnestly 
recommend this arrangement to Your Majesty under 
these conditions. The equivalent for Heligoland will 
be the Protectorate over the islands of Zanzibar and 
Pemba, and 150 miles of coast near the Sultanate of 
Witu, and the islands of Manda and Patta, and the 
abandonment of all claim to the interior behind it by 
Germany. Under this arrangement the whole of the 
country outside the confines of Abyssinia and Galla- 
land will be under British influence up to Khartoum, 
so far as any European competitor is concerned. On 
the other hand, we could not without this arrange- 
ment come to a favourable issue as to the Stevenson 
road, and any indefinite postponement of a settlement 
in Africa would render it very difficult to maintain 
terms of amity with Germany, and would force us 
to change our system of alliances in Europe. The 
alliance of France instead of the alliance of Ger- 
many must necessarily involve the early evacuation of 
Egypt under very unfavourable conditions. On these 
grounds the Cabinet unanimously recommend the 
arrangement for Your Majesty’s sanction. .. .” 


The Queen admitted the force of her Minister’s 
arguments—‘ but that any of my possessions should 
be thus bartered away causes me great uneasiness.” 
She could only consent on receiving Lord Salisbury’s 
positive assurance that the arrangement would not 
constitute a precedent. 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 8rd series, vol. i. p. 613. 
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Telegram to the Queen, June 12, 1890.1 


. . . He ‘quite understands and so do _ his 
colleagues that this case is not and cannot be a pre- 
cedent ; it is absolutely peculiar. The Island is a very 
recent conquest. It became a British possession by 
Treaty in 1814. Why it was retained at the general 
settlement we do not certainly know; but most 
probably because it was geographically a dependency 
of Hanover which was then ruled by the British 
Sovereign. Now that Hanover has gone, it has no 
connection with us. No authority has ever recom- 
mended that it should be fortified ; and no House of 
Commons would pay for its fortification. But, if it 
is not fortified, and we quarrelled with Germany, it 
would be seized by Germany the day she declared 
war, and it is so near her great arsenals that she could 
fortify it impregnably in three or four days. Unless 
we are prepared to arm it, we are merely incurring a 
certain humiliation if ever we are at war with Germany. 
Yet a war with Germany is the only contingency in 
which any possible danger could arise from it. 

‘“There is no danger of this case being made a 
precedent for there is no possible case like it.” 

These arguments proved effective and the last 
obstacle in the long negotiation was overcome. Its 
earlier stages had coincided with a critical passage 
of arms with the United States over the Behring Sea 
seal-fisheries,? and its later ones with a parliamentary 
revolt against his Commons colleagues which he had 
been called in to conciliate at a Carlton meeting on the 
very day on which his labours over the German Con- 
vention came to an end. The demand upon his 
diplomatic powers during the last few weeks had been 
a varied one: the protracted duel of tactics with the 
German ambassador; the manceuvring towards com- 
promise of two excited and mutually antagonistic 


66 


1 Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd series, vol. i. p. 614. 
2 See below, Chapter XII. 3 See above, Chapter VI. 
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Company directorates ; the avoidance of an imminent 
breach between an enraged Canadian public and a 
singularly provocative American President; the ap- 
peasement of patriotic alarm in the breasts of an 
anxious Sovereign and a number of “nervous” 
colleagues ; and the reconciliation of an obstruction- 
maddened parliamentary majority with its aggrieved 
leaders. 

The terms of the agreement were made public on 
June 17. Lord Salisbury had inserted as one of its 
conditions that the clause enacting the cession of 
Heligoland should be dependent on the assent of 
Parliament, and resolutions conferring that assent 
were submitted to the House of Lords on July 10 and 
to the House of Commons—postponed by prolonged 
debate on the Irish estimates—on the 24th. This 
condition presented an unexampled abdication of the 
Crown’s right of independent treaty-making, and Mr. 
Gladstone—who uttered no other criticism of the 
Government’s policy—was warm in condemnation of 
it. His fervour in defence of the Royal Prerogative 
roused amused comment at the time from his followers 
in press and Parliament. But he no doubt appre- 
ciated Lord Salisbury’s motives for the innovation 
and was consistent in his indignation. It was said 
that this was the first occasion, recorded in history, 
on which any part of the British Empire had been 
alienated in time of peace.t Lord Salisbury was 
uneasy lest it should be used as a precedent by some 
future Minister sharing Mr. Gladstone’s taste for 
national self-immolation. The provision requiring 
parliamentary assent ensured that the precedent 
should not become available without the safeguard 
of a full debate and vote in both Houses. 


1 In a letter of Lord Salisbury to Mr. W. H. Smith, stating this view, the 
queried word ‘‘ Dunkerque ? ” is inserted in the margin in another hand. 
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The reception given to the agreement in the two 
countries was curiously similar. In both alike, rulers 
and instructed politicians congratulated themselves 
while the public grumbled. It was metaphorically 
congruous that the removal of a bone of contention 
should have issued in the first instance in a redouble- 
ment of mutual snarling between the two parties. 
Frustrated Colonial enthusiasts in Germany refused 
to find consolation in the future security of the Kiel 
Canal, and—apart from more coherent criticism on 
naval grounds—the lowering of the Union Jack, even 
on so small a fragment of the earth’s surface, inspired 
the normal Englishman with a conviction that the 
foreigner had somehow got the better of him. 

The German Emperor, curiously impenetrable to 
the existence of antagonistic sentiment, was anxious 
that the occasion of the transfer should be celebrated 
by the presence of British men-of-war at his naval 
manceuvres at Kiel in September. Lord George 
Hamilton made tactful excuse but the Emperor refused 
to take no for an answer. Count Hatzfeldt appealed 
earnestly to the Prime Minister to overrule his First 
Lord—His Majesty had the matter closely at heart— 
he would be bitterly disappointed at a final refusal— 
the political reactions might be serious. Lord Salis- 
bury was driven to candid explanations. The English 
people, he said, were and always had been particularly 
jealous of any foreign influence upon their Government, 
and this year that jealousy was concentrated against 
Germany. 


To Count Haizfeldt, August 22, 1890. 


** T do not think that it would be a wise thing to do, 
for the first time the same year as that in which we 
have ceded Heligoland. The cession of Heligoland 
has not excited much open objection in England. But 
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it is bitterly resented and will not soon be forgiven by 
a small political section. Unfortunately, this section 
consists of men who are, or were, among our strongest 
supporters. We have, besides, plenty of opponents 
who are anxious to raise the cry that the German 
Emperor has too much influence over us. If that cry 
were raised and if an ignorant electorate were to echo 
it, our power of taking the right course in the greater 
politics of Europe would be very much hindered.” 


But as regarded relations in Africa itself, the 
Convention amply fulfilled the purpose for which it 
was designed. The pacification proved a lasting as 
well as an immediate one. The stream of acrimonious 
dispute, which for years past had flowed between the 
African departments of the two Foreign Offices, dried 
up from this date. Once or twice German nationals 
intervened in the internal politics of Zanzibar more 
than the British Government thought fitting, and on 
one occasion Lord Rosebery roused wrath at Berlin 
by attempting to get behind the provisions of the 
Convention and secure the dreaded “‘ envelopment ”’ of 
German East Africa through a separate understanding 
with the Congo State. But, as a whole, peace reigned 
diplomatically in these regions as well as actually 
until all peace vanished in the cataclysm of 1914. 
The African fruits of the victory in which that war 
ended would hardly have found favour with Lord 
Salisbury. A year or two before his death, he dwelt 
with convinced satisfaction on the presence of Ger- 
many in Africa: we could not be sufficiently grateful 
for it, he said: it was the best, indeed the only, 
guarantee that we possessed of South African loyalty. 


A curious departmental development in the Foreign 
Office, personally traceable to Lord Salisbury, was one 
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of the bye-products of the Anglo-German Convention. 
It was natural that Zanzibar, with its still reigning 
Sultan, should follow the precedent which had already 
been borrowed for Egypt from the self-governing 
Indian States and be controlled by a political agent 
in the person of a Foreign Office Consul-General. 
But such a precedent could hardly be adduced for the 
diverse negro tribes on the mainland. There was no 
reason in the nature of things why Nyasaland and— 
after the surrender of the Company’s Charter—East 
Africa and Uganda should not have been from the first 
administered, like their West African fellows, from the 
Colonial Office. 

But Lord Salisbury, whether because of his dislike 
to Colonial Office methods, or, as has been suggested, 
because he wished, for the sake of the natives, to 
maintain a closer Imperial control than is possible 
under a Colonial status—or, which seems the most 
probable, simply from a reluctance to lose touch with 
dominions in whose fortunes he had acquired a strong 
personal interest—proclaimed them also as Protector- 
ates. Lord Rosebery made no change during the 
brief interval of his Ministry and they remained under 
Foreign Office direction until after Lord Salisbury’s re- 
tirement and death thirteen years later. Forthat period, 
therefore, one department of the office was wholly given 
up to duties which had no relation whatever to its diplo- 
matic functions, recruiting the needful Commissioners 
and sub-Commissioners from all branches of the public 
service. It is fair to add that the task required of this 
extemporised machinery was comparatively simple. 
In the three black Protectorates the population was 
practically homogeneous and in the most primitive 
stage of civilisation. The disturbing white element, 
even in Kenya, was scarcely more than negligible at 
the date of Lord Salisbury’s retirement. 
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It is only with the prefatory stages of this adminis- 
trative experiment that Lord Salisbury was concerned 
in the remaining two years of this Ministry. Zanzibar 
was the only one of the new Protectorates in which it 
had actually begun to work. Colonel Euan Smith’s 
health having finally succumbed to the climate soon 
after the proclamation of the new order, his successor, 
Mr. Gerald Portal, took up the work in July 1891. 
He was commissioned by Lord Salisbury to “‘ make 
the Protectorate a reality ’—though invited to 
‘**conceal the iron hand in a liberal allowance of 
velvet.” He set about his task with an energy learnt 
in the classic school of the Cairo Agency though, per- 
haps, with a smaller admixture of patience than his 
chief there would have approved. 

The evils common to all petty Oriental autocracies 
had been aggravated during the last few years in 
Zanzibar by the disintegrating influence of irrespon- 
sible interferences from outside, and civilised govern- 
ment had to be built up from the foundations. Mr. 
Portal extemporised executive posts and telegraphed 
urgent demands for fellow-countrymen to fill them. 
Within three months of his arrival he could boast that 
he had established a disciplined police force; had 
restored order in the streets and partially cleaned them; 
had planted promising seedlings of civil and sanitary 
regulation ; and, by restricting the Sultan’s sporadic 
raids on the Treasury, had secured a public service 
no longer dependent on blackmail for its remuneration. 
He had balanced revenue and expenditure and was 
looking forward to a surplus in the spring. These 
reforms had been achieved, he proudly assured the 
Foreign Secretary, without the employment of force 
or the threat of force. Sympathetic appeals to in- 
fluential Arab chiefs had induced their moral support, 
and the tiny English staff had multiplied itself by the 
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intensive energy of its members. In one of his earliest 
letters, he gives a picturesque account of his methods of 
dealing with the crimes of violence which had become of 
nightly occurrence in the streets of the town and for 
which the black darkness which prevailed in them was 
mainly responsible: ‘I issued an order to everyone 
to have lights over their doors all night and the town 
is now beautifully illuminated. I go round occasion- 
ally at midnight, like Haroun al Raschid, and, on the 
first occasion, roused up dozens of sleeping inhabitants 
who, like the foolish virgins, had not got their lamps 
and next day we fined them all. Now they are more 
careful” (September 14, 1891). 

When some new extension of the field of reform 
was being prepared for, he asked for another British 
helper: ‘‘ It will be simply impossible for me to keep 
all these things in my own hands; neither my head 
nor my body is strong enough: and above all, the day 
consists of only twenty-four hours, out of which I have 
been working an average of about thirteen or fourteen 
without moving from my table ” (Sept. 2, 1891). This 
was in a temperature which hovered around 100° 
Fahrenheit, and the writer’s health never fully re- 
covered from the strain then placed upon it. Such 
was the stuff of which the men were made who im- 
plemented Victorian Imperialism in its wide-fronted 
assault upon the earth’s dark places. 

Lord Salisbury became a little nervous at his 
subordinate’s vehemence in a good cause. In Novem- 
ber he was asking for an explanation of a “ lamentable 
complaint ” which the Sultan had telegraphed to him 
direct as to the heavy burdens which the Consul- 
General was imposing on him. Mr. Portal referred 
it to a recent refusal of the Englishman who had been 
placed in charge of the Customs to hand over, on his 
Highness’ note of hand, 80,000 rupees for the ladies 
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of his harem, in addition to the Civil List to which 
he had agreed. The explanation sufficed, but in the 
Foreign Secretary’s next letter cordial congratulations 
were qualified by cautions : 


To Mr. Gerald Portal, December 4, 1891. 


“«  , , It appears to me that you are advancing 
quite on the right lines in Zanzibar ; the only question 
is whether you are not going ahead a little too fast. 
It is very difficult for me here to judge of that point 
and therefore I have not felt justified in interfering ; 
but I was a little apprehensive during the period which 
ended with the Sultan’s telegram. 

‘““That you are running against a good deal of 
Arab opinion is certain and inevitable. No reform 
worth having could be obtained without it. The 
question is not as to the existence, but the degree 
of their resentment. Has it reached to an explosive 
point—or a point at which, under the influence of 
any accident, it might suddenly become explosive ? 
We cannot answer that question here. You may 
have some difficulty in answering it, for the Oriental 
power of dissimulation and of storing up revenge is 
unlimited. But the danger is a real one and requires 
to be constantly borne in mind. And it is in no 
degree diminished by the circumstance that your 
action is righteous and that their opposition is corrupt, 
selfish, and stupid. 

“There is another consideration to be borne in 
mind. Our preponderance at Zanzibar—owing to 
its being an island—may be so great that an explosion, 
under any circumstances, is not within the field of 
practical politics. Yet, even so, there may be evils 
in moving too fast and pressing the Sultan and his 
Arabs too hard. We have a character to maintain 
among Mahometan races. It would be bad for us if 
they believed that our preponderance was dangerous 
to their material interests, and especially to the 
material interests of the most powerful persons among 
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them. Such a reputation might do us no serious 
damage in Zanzibar, where almost everything is 
within the range of our guns, and yet it might pro- 
duce very inconvenient results upon the mainland of 
Africa and even in India. 

*“Commending these cautionary observations to 
you, I have no difficulty in adding that your measures 
seem to me bold and well conceived, and, if you have 
not underrated the Arab resistance, and especially 
the Sultan’s resistance—they are likely to be very 
successful and to lead to a highly satisfactory result. 

““T confess I feel some unwillingness to spoil the 
Sultan too far, especially when I think of the terrible 
maltreatment he has suffered at the hands of European 
Powers during the last seven or eight years. But 
that is perhaps a mere sentiment. . . .” 


It was not a sentiment that appealed to the sym- 
pathies of this correspondent. A few weeks later 
Mr. Portal suggested that, in the interests of good 
government, the Sultanate should be abolished al- 
together on the death of the present holder and the 
island be formally annexed to the British Empire. 
His chief demurred with decision. He admitted the 
temptation offered to administrative enthusiasm, but 
it must be resisted at all hazards. The effect 
upon the minds of the feudatory Indian princes 
would be deplorable. They occupied towards the 
Imperial Government exactly the same position as 
did the Sultan, and the possibility of annexation had 
always been their bugbear. ‘‘ Five-and-thirty years 
ago, that dread drove some of them into the Mutiny 
and, ever since, the necessity of avoiding any step 
that would suggest this terror to their minds has been 
a cardinal principle of Indian policy.” Incidentally, 
he doubted whether the advantage to Zanzibar would 
be unequivocal. 
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To Mr. Gerald Portal, March 8, 1892. 


. . . 1 am not sure that I should consider it an 
unmixed blessing if Zanzibar became British territory. 
It would at once become liable to a code of law and 
administrative conditions which are very stiff and 
inflexible, and often accomplish results precisely the 
reverse to that they were designed to effect. It 
would certainly become enormously expensive. The 
semi-patriarchal government which you have in- 
vented for Zanzibar and are conducting with so much 
success, would have to be at once set aside. The 
island would have to be governed according to the 
strictest rules of the Colonial Office. This, I think, 
would be far from an advantage and would probably 
result in an early and permanent deficit in your 
Budgets, 


a4 


The Nyasaland Protectorate had scarcely yet 
reached the stage for civil administration of any kind. 
Mr. Harry Johnston, who had been appointed as its 
first Commissioner, was otherwise occupied, and his 
military activities are the only ones alluded to at this 
time in Lord Salisbury’s correspondence. The neigh- 
bouring Arab and Yao chieftains, auguring justly 
that the advent of a British Commissioner portended 
disaster to their rights of raiding and enslavement, 
were incessant in their attacks upon the feebler tribes 
along the borders of the Lake and upon their white 
protectors. Mr. Goschen grumbled a little at the 
new “empire” which the Commissioner’s fighting 
excursions were bringing into being, and Lord Salis- 
bury retorted by reproachful reference to his sub- 
ordinate’s need for reinforcements. ‘* Johnston on 
Lake Nyasa is beginning to shriek for assistance to 
stop the Slave Trade on that Lake—which I’m afraid 
that he won’t get” (September 9, 1891). But he 
underrated either his colleague’s breadth of mind or 
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his own powers of insistence, and three gunboats for 
transport in sections were added to the naval esti- 
mates the following spring and duly launched upon 
the Lake a year later. 

He was a good deal more occupied with the affairs 
of Hast Africa, though, as it was still under the rule 
of its Chartered Company, he had no direct responsi- 
bility for its government. The Company’s financial 
position had been going from bad to worse, and in the 
spring of ’91 its directors intimated that they would 
have to withdraw the force which they had sent 
under Captain Lugard? to assert occupation and 
establish order in Uganda. They also finally de- 
clared themselves unable to proceed with the long- 
purposed railway from Mombasa to the Lakes. 
Uganda was an Imperial heritage whose pacification 
must bide its time until Parliament and the directors 
had mutually faced the now inevitable transfer of 
authority from the Company to the State. But 
in Lord Salisbury’s view, the human interests in- 
volved in the construction of the railway were too 
serious to wait for such undated readjustment of 
East Africa’s political status. To persuade a House 
of Commons whose majority, in spite of differences 
upon the Irish question, was still soundly Gladstonian 
in its financial creed, to spend public money upon 
the development of a private trading enterprise was 
a task, however, before which his Commons col- 
leagues recoiled. Throughout the spring and summer 
of ’91, he was struggling with the forces of financial 
orthodoxy on this issue. 

In May he took the opportunity of a massed 

1 Afterwards Sir Frederick and Lord Lugard. Born 1858. Served in the 
army in the Afghan, Soudanese, and Burmah wars. Commanded in Uganda, 


1889-92, and in Nigeria, 1894-1900. High Commissioner North Nigeria, 
1900-1906 ; Governor of Hong Kong, 1907-12 ; Governor-General of Nigeria, 


1912-19. 
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working-class meeting in Glasgow to seek support 
from the House’s. masters. A large part of this 
speech was, by exception, devoted to foreign affairs. 
Among other things, he dwelt on the marvellous 
phenomenon of recent African history : . 


‘“ When I left the Foreign Office in 1880, nobody 
thought about Africa. When I returned to it in 
1885, the nations of Europe were almost quarrelling 
with each other as to the various portions of Africa 
which they could obtain. I do not exactly know the 
cause of this sudden revolution. But there it is. 
It is a great force—a great civilising, Christianising 
force.” 


It was typical of this country, he said, that her 
share in this general movement should have been 
mainly initiated by private enterprise, and he referred 
in turn to the work of the three great Chartered Com- 
panies—the Niger, the South African, and the East 
African—but dwelt at greatest length upon the last. 
The Scottish nationality of its founders was duly 
brought forward as a passport to the favour of his 
present audience. He was the reverse of encouraging 
as to its commercial prospects. It would be long, he 
said, before its territories would be fit for colonisation. 
But, in its inspiration, it was more purely philan- 
thropic than either of the other two undertakings. 
‘Its object, I believe, has been to deal a deadly blow 
at the Slave Trade, the destruction of which has been, 
along with our own commercial and material progress, 
the animating impulse of English policy in those 
regions for nearly a century.” He hoped that they 
were now within measurable distance of seeing ‘“ the 
utter destruction of that hateful traffic,’ and he re- 
ferred to the decisive action towards that end which 
had already signalised the establishment of our Pro- 

1 See Chapter XIII. 
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tectorate in Zanzibar. But the slave-raiders were 
still able to convey their wretched merchandise by 
various routes across the desert belt of country which 
lay between the high lands around Lake Victoria and 
the sea—country lying within the Company’s “sphere 
of interest.’’ “There is no doubt that the slave 
caravans across that territory can be destroyed by one 
method and one method certainly, if that method can 
be applied.”” They were primarily trade caravans, 
and while it was impossible to intercept and detect 
their illicit proceedings at all points, a railway would 
compete them out of existence. ‘‘If there were no 
caravans there would be no means of carrying slaves 
from the interior to the coast.” Such a railway the 
Company had projected. 


** From a Foreign Office point of view, I take a very 
deep interest in this railway. But I must tell you 
fairly that it is from a purely Foreign Office point of 
view. Sir William Mackinnon is of opinion that he 
cannot construct this railway without Government 
help, and I always speak of the Treasury with awe, 
still more the Treasury when it is acting, as in this 
case it necessarily must act, under the guidance of and 
according to the principles of the House of Commons. 
Whether the Treasury will be able, consistently with 
the sound principles of finance which it has always 
upheld, to give Sir William Mackinnon the assistance 
which he requires, or whether it must be deferred to 
a distant date, I do not know; but whenever that 
railway can be made I believe that the end of the 
African exportation of the slave will have been 
attained.” (May 20, 1891.) 


Backed by the support of the philanthropic and 
missionary public, the Cabinet at length felt itself 
strong enough to defy parliamentary precisians, and 
at the close of the session it formally agreed to the 
preliminary step of placing a vote for £25,000 for the 
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survey of the projected line upon the estimates of the 
coming year. Its chief retired satisfied to Puys, from 
whence he wrote to Mr. Goschen, evidently in high 
spirits, to discuss the procedure to be adopted in 
spending the money and, incidentally, to try and 
‘poke up” the Treasury through its Cabinet repre- 
sentative. 

The uncivilised state of the country through which 
the survey was to be taken made an armed escort 
necessary. 


To Mr. Goschen, August 29, 1891.—Puys. 


. . . My own view of the way in which the 
work should be done is this. Let Lugard, with half 
the force he is now withdrawing from Uganda, come 
down to the coast, or, if you prefer Indian policemen, 
(they are costly articles!) let him come down to the 
coast alone and meet them. Let him have command 
of the expedition. His orders should be that the 
surveyors are to survey whatever country they think 
necessary between Mombasa and Uganda—and that 
he is to see that they do so in safety. Give him a 
sufficient pay out of the £25,000; and let him and 
Berkeley ' be responsible for spending the rest. With 
these instructions he should have supreme command. 
He is to understand that he must not exceed the 
£25,000. If he does, there will be no more forthcoming. 
The surveyors, selected by you, will be under his orders, 
but he will be instructed to give them every latitude 
and complete discretion as to the execution of their 
technical duties. Having done this and got your vote, 
make no conditions: require no guarantees or secur- 
ities; and challenge no expenditure, unless it is 
obviously unreasonable even to unofficial eyes. Do 
not attempt to keep an exact Treasury control, though 
of course you will receive general reports of expenditure 
and vouchers when they can be had... . 
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* Mr. Ernest Berkeley, appointed this year as administrator of the Com- 
pany in East Africa, 
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“IT have ventured to give you my views briefly on 
this matter, for.the liberation of my soul,—but I am 
sorry to say that in testifying against the departmental 
tradition, I generally find myself preaching in the 
wilderness. 

‘In this case I have a great dread of the wisdom of 
Downing Street. It is rough Colonist’s work—to be 
done by trusting well-chosen men—who will do the 
job as best they can,—by hardihood, resource, and a 
quick eye—but often with irregularities in detail, 
against which you cannot guard without embarrassing 
them.” 


In his further correspondence with the Chancellor 
from Puys, he assumes the logical corollary of a sub- 
sequent Treasury guarantee for the construction of 
the line. Even more might be achieved. Holiday 
meditations over the map suggested to him a method 
of spreading the expense so as to include a general 
attack on the slavers by water as well as by land. 
Might not the railway be taken from the highest 
navigable point of the river Tana instead of from the 
coast, thus halving its length and leaving a margin 
of funds for the construction of Lake gunboats ? 

Meanwhile Mr. Goschen had been discussing trade 
prospects with some of the directors and was becoming 
anxious as to the burden which a guarantee might 
ultimately entail on the taxpayer. Lord Salisbury 
had no consolation to offer him on that head, but 
summoned him to higher grounds of policy. 


To Mr. Goschen, September 20, 1891. 


“  ..I1am afraid that, if you examine into 
the finances of the E.A. Company, you will not be 
very much pleased by the result. They have under- 
taken a speculation which cannot pay unless there are 
minerals. For the peculiar vegetable products of 
Africa the market is limited, and cereals could not be 
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produced and brought to the coast at a price that 
would compete with Indian produce. 

‘But though there is not much to be done in the 
way of trade, there is a great work of civilisation before 
them, and to H.M.G. which is under a permanent 
obligation to spend money upon the slave trade, 
judicious assistance in measures which will kill the 
slave trade may be a very profitable outlay of money. 

“If I had my way and could command the assent 
of the House of Commons, I should put two steamers 
on each of the three lakes—Nyasa, Nyanza, and 
Tanganyika. Then put two more on the Tana and 
make the short railway from Tana to Nyanza lake. 
The slave trade of the East African coast south of 
Guardafui would be at an end. Nothing would 
then remain except watching the Red Sea.... 

‘‘As far as I can judge from the map, the Northern 
Railway will run over a far less mountainous country 
than the Southern. By beginning your railway at 
three hundred miles from the coast, you will to a 
great extent evade the water difficulty. 

‘My impression is that the eight steamers together 
ought not to cost £50,000. But in the first instance 
you might halve the expense by beginning with one 
upon each piece of water. They will require to be 
musket proof; and they must carry Maxims and 
quickfirers, but otherwise they need not be armed.” 


The experts refused to consider the Tana compro- 
mise; and Lord Salisbury, regretfully abandoning for 
the present the project of gunboat patrols, closed the 
correspondence by enjoining upon his colleague to 
“* let the survey go forward, reserving all decision upon 
its results to a future time”’ (September 29, 1891). 

The survey did go forward, under the urgency of 
his pressure, without even waiting for its cost to be 
voted by the House of Commons, an act of disrespect 
to Parliament which roused Mr. Gladstone, who was 
shocked by the whole proceeding, to eloquent heights 
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of denunciation when the House met in February. 
It was completed just before the fall of the Unionist 
Government in that summer of ’92. 

Even at the cost of chronological order the brief 
story of Lord Salisbury’s association with this cher- 
ished project must be carried to its close. Lord 
Rosebery, during his succeeding Ministry, had _ his 
hands full with the task of persuading his colleagues 
and followers, first to the expense of taking over 
Uganda and then to that of finally buying out the 
Company, and when Lord Salisbury returned to 
office in ’95 the railway was still unbegun, though it 
had now been nearly eight years in preparation. 
He put its construction in hand at once, and for the 
next five years championed its claims for support 
from a sceptical Treasury through all the emerging 
obstacles and unreckoned expenses which beset the 
progress of a pioneer line. Those who were in his 
intimity can recall the special place which, during 
those later years, “‘ the Mombasa railway ”’ occupied 
in his thought and conversation. His attitude to- 
wards it might be described as one of militant pater- 
nity. His earlier doubts as to its economic soundness 
were merged in confident forecasts of an ultimate 
return. The various engineering difficulties which it 
had to overcome and the tantalising delays in its 
advance became matters of genuinely personal con- 
cern. Some of the obstacles met with, racy of the 
environment, appealed to him with a more detached 
interest. There was an episode of a man-eating lion 
whose incidents, as they were unfolded in successive 
official telegrams, he would report in vivid language 
to his home audience: the unfortunate Indian 
station- master, barricaded in his telegraph - box, 
tapping out desperate appeals for rescue, while his 
assistant clung cross-legged to the top of a signal post 


316 LORD SALISBURY 


and the lion paraded the platform in unchallenged 
possession; the hastily raised stockades, the night 
bonfires, which proved as futile against the animal’s 
morbid ferocity as were the efforts for his destruction 
of the unskilled marksmen who were alone available ; 
the tragic toll taken from the midst of a waggon-full 
of sleeping coolies, and the final flight to the coast, 
before this solitary enemy, of the whole of the railway 
and engineering staff—black, white, and brown. All 
work had to be suspended until the fortunes of war 
were at length reversed through the arrival of two 
expert and rejoicing shikari, seconded on telegraphic 
demand from their military duties in India. More 
normal memories recall the sheaves of photographs 
sent home periodically from rail-head, and brought 
out for sympathetic inspection: the pictured troops 
of wild animals, flocking, fearlessly inquisitive, round 
the advancing herald of their doomed destruction ; 
the changing vistas of mountain, forest, and pasture- 
land, still virgin to the white man’s tread, through 
which the line was slowly pushing its way. The 
slowness was a disenchantment to his expectation, 
but the imaginative appeal did not fade—the railway 
remained for him the tangible symbol and guarantee 
of the “ civilising, Christianising”’ task over whose 
inception he had presided. He just lived to see the 
accomplishment of its initial stage—postponed far 
beyond the date of his original hopes. It reached the 
shores of Lake Victoria in 1902—the year before his 
death and that of his final retirement from office. 


CHAPTER XI 
THE PARTITION OF AFRICA (4) 
THE FRENCH AND ITALIAN NEGOTIATIONS 
1890-1891 
ISSUES OF THE PARTITION 


As was freely pointed out by critics of Lord Salisbury’s 
African diplomacy, Heligoland was not the only price 
which he had to pay for his East African settlement. 
A mutual agreement to respect the independence of 
Zanzibar, which had been entered into in 1862 be- 
tween France and England, gave the former a locus 
standi for protest against the new Protectorate. She 
at once made clear her intention of availing herself 
of it. Her press was suffering under an especially 
severe attack of Anglophobia. Sir Evelyn Baring 
had, after some difficulty, succeeded in effecting a 
large saving on his budget through the conversion 
of some of Egypt’s international debt: France had 
declared that she must refuse consent to its being 
used for purposes of administrative reform so long as 
England refused to fix a term to her indefensible occu- 
pation: mutual recriminations had ensued as to which 
Power was responsible for the incidental sacrifice of 
the unlucky fellaheen on the political altar, and French 
anger had been coincidently reinforced by a violent 
development of the Newfoundland quarrel. 


1 See below, Chapter XII. 
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It was thus upon an already inflamed sense of 
injury that there burst the news of the Anglo- 
German Convention, with England’s sensational ac- 
quisition of Colonial opportunity and Germany’s 
pean of triumph over Heligoland. ‘“ As you have 
given Heligoland to Germany,” grimly observed the 
Foreign Minister, M. Ribot, to the British ambassador 
on the day after the news had reached Paris, “ I 
suppose that you will now not mind handing Jersey 
over to us?” The “moral damage’”’ suffered by 
France in the Zanzibar Protectorate—there was no 
question of any damage of a more solid description— 
became hysterically magnified in the public eye: 
‘“‘ The tension of feeling here,’’ wrote Lord Lytton on 
June 29, ‘“‘is certainly intense, owing to the scuttles- 
ful of coal which the press has been throwing, couwp- 
sur-coup, on the burning questions of Newfoundland, 
Zanzibar, and Egypt. The journalists talk as if we 
were almost on the eve of war.” 

The outbreak had not been unforeseen. Count 
Hatzfeldt in one of his despatches home expresses 
surprise that in the conversations which Lord Salis- 
bury had had with him about the Convention he had 
completely ignored the indignation which it would 
certainly arouse in France. The British Minister may 
perhaps have thought the subject an unsuitable one 
for discussion with the German ambassador. He 
certainly displayed no symptom of having been taken 
by surprise when the event happened. Lord Lytton 
was formally instructed to invite French consent to 
the Convention within eight days of its publication, 
and the propitiatory terms to be offered were brought 
forward with a smooth rapidity which suggested a 
plan prepared. 

There was an initial obstacle to the opening of the 
negotiation in Lord Salisbury’s refusal to admit that 
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any infraction of the Treaty of 1862 had taken place. 
The Sultan welcomed the Protectorate, he said, and 
it could not therefore be described as an interference 
with his independence. M. Ribot did not argue the 
point on its merits, but simply told Lord Lytton that 
for him to consent to a discussion of the subject on that 
basis would be to ensure his own immediate defeat in 
the Chamber. The difficulty was got over by a skil- 
fully worded approach which neither forced the 
British interpretation nor endorsed the French one. 
Lord Lytton informed M. Ribot that he had been 
instructed to express the hope that in view of the 
advantages secured to the Sultan and the people of 
Zanzibar by the Protectorate, ‘‘ the French Govern- 
ment would consent to such a modification of the 
Treaty of 1862 as would enable them to accept and 
approve of the change which the Sultan of Zanzibar 
had freely and independently accepted ”’ (June 28). 
Conversations were at once begun in London as to 
the terms upon which the invited consent was to be 
given. The rapidity with which they were agreed 
upon was in notable contrast to the course of the 
earlier German negotiations. There were tentative 
proposals for the inclusion of a bargain in which a 
more definite recognition of France’s rights in Tunis 
would balance a suspension of her obstruction in 
Egypt: But they did not materialise. It is to be 
presumed that the susceptibilities of Italy on the 
one hand and of the French chauvinists on the other 
offered an insuperable obstacle, and the arrangement 
actually come to was simply one of placatory offering 
on the part of England. France agreed to approve 
of the Zanzibar Protectorate on consideration of 
England’s recognising her protectorate over Madagas- 
car and the addition of the Algerian hinterland to her 
African sphere of influence. This hinterland was to 
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be measured generously so as to extend as far south as 
Lake Chad and the frontier of the Niger Company’s 
operations, and thus include practically the whole of 
the western Sahara. A Commission was appointed 
to delimitate the new frontier, and Lord Salisbury 
wrote to Mr. Egerton, the Secretary of Legation at 
Paris and the delegate nominated by the Foreign 
Office, to put him into communication with Sir George 
Goldie, the founder and actual Governor of Northern 
Nigeria: ‘‘ In this matter the interests of this country 
are the interests of the Royal Niger Company... . 
I do not myself anticipate any rapid progress—and 
I think the possibility foreseen in the agreement, of a 
failure to come to any result is not outside the bounds 
of probability’ (August 10). The frontier was, in 
fact, not definitely delimitated till eight years later. 
This agreement has been the most severely criti- 
cised of Lord Salisbury’s African transactions, and, 
on the face of it, the return offered was large for an 
uninterested onlooker’s acquiescence. France’s per- 
manent goodwill was admittedly unattainable except 
at the sacrifice of our whole position in Egypt: she 
had no real interest in Zanzibar and would certainly 
not have gone to war with us over the question of its 
protectorate. It has been held, therefore, that Lord 
Salisbury made a bad bargain in offering recognition 
of such extensive claims for the sake of an approval 
which England could very well have done without. 
Had the recognition involved any sacrifice of 
British interests or general policy, he would probably 
have agreed. But, that limitation being understood, 
he would not have admitted that the prevention of 
anotherrunning sore in Anglo-Frenchrelations, however 
irrationally threatened, was not worth a great effort. 
The tenacity of the popular memory for grievances, 
which has always been a characteristic of France, had 
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at this time acquired a dangerous power through the 
dependence and instability of her parliamentary 
Ministers. There were French statesmen who already 
admitted freely in private conversation, both with 
Lord Salisbury and Lord Lytton, that the demand 
for a British evacuation of Egypt had become an im- 
practicable anachronism; but they always added 
the corollary that no public man in France would dare 
to weaken in insistence upon it. On that issue this 
enthroned irresponsibility had to be defied. But that 
was all the more reason for not adding occasions for 
its further irritation. A Zanzibar added to Egypt as 
a permanent reinforcement to press denunciations of 
England’s unscrupulous ambition and disregard for 
international law would have aggravated an evil whose 
lack of rational foundation constituted its principal 
danger. 

On the same grounds, terms based on an ab- 
stractedly just measurement of values would have 
been useless for the purpose aimed at. M. Ribot and 
his colleagues were probably perfectly conscious of 
France’s detachment from all real interest in the fate 
of Zanzibar and the fragility of her claim for compensa- 
tion. But Lord Salisbury was not now diplomatising 
with M. Ribot and his colleagues: the people whom 
he wished to satisfy—or at all events to silence—were 
the Paris public of pressmen and _ electioneering 
politicians. His and M. Waddington’s search was 
therefore directed to the discovery of terms which 
would be spectacular enough to achieve that object 
without impairing either the interests of England or 
those of general white policy in Africa. 

The ones decided on were calculated to effect that 
purpose both in its positive and negative aspects. 
The position in Madagascar was in some ways re- 
miniscent of that in Egypt. Englishmen had at one 
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time competed there on equal terms with Frenchmen 
and still had considerable commercial and missionary 
interests in the island. But in the last few years they 
had fallen behind in the race. France’s pre-eminence 
had been accepted, however reluctantly, by the native 
rulers ; its formal recognition and legalisation would 
only be advancing an already determined issue and 
would be accordant with Lord Salisbury’s creed of 
undivided responsibilities. He was doing by France 
in Madagascar as he claimed that she in Egypt, and 
Germany in Zanzibar, should do by England. The 
allocation of the Algerian hinterland was in the same 
way only anticipatory of the part which France must 
ultimately play in the development and civilisation 
of those regions. In the imaginative appeal of its 
geographical magnitude it would further be of positive 
advantage in helping to deflect the African aspirations 
of her public from east to west. 

The Convention was signed on August 5—five 
weeks after the one concluded with Germany. In 
defending it in the House of Lords the following week, 
Lord Salisbury succumbed—even though it was only 
in the employment of a single fatally appropriate 
and quotable adjective—to his besetting temptation 
to mocking comment. Though frequently and de- 
fiantly yielded to in his home-speaking, the temptation 
was, as a rule, scrupulously resisted where. foreign 
affairs were concerned. Refreshing touches of irony 
had diversified the seriousness of his exhaustive 
account of the Anglo-German Convention in the 
House of Lords; but they had been exclusively 
directed against his own compatriots. Mr. Rhodes’ 
proclaimed ideal of an unbroken British ‘‘Cape to- 
Cairo’”’ route, which was then the last word of zealous 
Imperialism, was referred to as ‘‘ a curious idea which 
had lately become prevalent.” It would mean, he 
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pointed out, a long tract of narrow occupation, 
hedged in by two white protectorates—those of 
Germany and Belgium—and placed at a distance 
of three months’ march from our own sea-base: “I 
cannot imagine a more inconvenient possession! ”’ 
Commenting on the excitement which had been 
roused in England over the retention of Lake Ngami 
and its surrounding deserts, ‘‘I think,” he said, 
“that the constant study of maps is apt to disturb 
men’s reasoning powers. . .. We have had a fierce 
conflict over the possession of a lake whose name I am 
afraid I cannot pronounce correctly—I think it is 
Lake Ngami—our only difficulty being that we do not 
know where it is. . . . There are indeed great doubts 
as to whether it is a lake at all or only a bed of rushes.” 
Again, at the Mansion House dinner to Ministers at 
the close of the session, after a gravely earnest con- 
gratulation on the conclusion of agreements which 
would remove “‘the most probable and dangerous 
causes of possible quarrel between nations which 
ought always to be at peace,” though he had con- 
cluded with a gibe, it was a gibe directed against the 
whole body of negotiators, amongst whom he himself 
had been the most prominent. ‘‘ We have been en- 
gaged in drawing lines upon maps where no white 
man’s foot has ever trod: we have been giving away 
mountains and rivers and lakes to each other, only 
hindered by the small impediment that we never 
knew exactly where the mountains and rivers and 
lakes were” (August 6, 1890). 

Perhaps, since the concessions in the French 
Treaty were all on one side, he did not feel called to 
carefulness, or perhaps—as likely an explanation— 
the fatigues of this strenuous session had begun to 
tell on him. To quote his own confession: “I dis- 
like speaking when I am tired, not because I am afraid 


324 LORD SALISBURY 


of being dull, but because I’m afraid of not being dull 
enough.” His sense of mockery had been stirred by 
the solemn reproaches which had been addressed to 
him by a section of his own followers for having, 
in the extent assigned to the Algerian hinterland, 
abandoned so vast a portion of the map of Africa to 
French colouring. He admitted the large amount of 
mileage reserved for our neighbour’s development, 
but pointed out demurely that the value of land was 
usually measured by its quality as well as by its ex- 
tent: ‘‘ This is what agriculturists would call very 
‘light’ land” (August 11, 1890). No doubt the 
attenuated audience of peer-landowners present at 
an August sitting smiled appreciatively at this 
euphonious reference to the sands of Sahara. But 
the French ambassador, glowering from the gallery, 
visualised the comments in the morrow’s press and the 
blow given to the popular enthusiasm for France’s 
new acquisition which had been carefully cultivated 
in Paris. When the next day’s mail brought cor- 
roboration of his fears, he vented his feelings in a 
scolding note to the Minister. His remarks, he told 
him, had caused great surprise at Paris and had 
much diminished the good feeling created by the 
arrangement: “‘ No doubt the Sahara is not a garden 
and contains, aS you say, much ‘light’ land; but 
your public reminder of the fact was, perhaps you 
will allow me to say, hardly necessary. You might 
well have left us to find it out” (August 18). No 
answer to this missive is recorded—a silence which 
may perhaps be taken as the admission of a guilty 
conscience. 


Germany, Portugal, and France did not exhaust 
the list of Powers whose African ambitions made a 
call upon Lord Salisbury’s diplomacy during these 


Ota eee 
wath ae Sees 
_* 


ars 


THE FIRST EARL OF CROMER 


(Sir Evelyn Baring) 
From a photograph by G. C. Beresford 


ITALIAN ASPIRATIONS 325 


crucial two years. In the autumn of ’89, Signor 
Crispi had joined the number of competitors with 
instructions to Count Tornielli! to open discussion in 
Downing Street as to the rival claims of Italy and 
Egypt upon the territories lying to the north of 
Abyssinia. He had abandoned his unfruitful efforts 
to make a third with his two allies on the Zanzibar 
coast, and was looking for outlets for Italian energies 
in a forward movement from the port of Massowah 
and the newly founded colony of Eritrea northward 
along the Red Sea littoral and westward along the 
borders of Abyssinia towards Kassala. Kassala stood 
on one of the southern tributaries of the Nile, not 
far from the Abyssinian frontier. Its Egyptian 
garrison had been massacred by the Mahdi in 1885 
under circumstances of peculiar cruelty, and its 
dervish conquerors were now fiercely contesting the 
Italian approach, still some scores of miles distant 
from the fortress itself. 

Neither of these ambitions was welcomed at 
Cairo. Mutual accusations were constant between 
the British and Italian commandants of Suakin 
and Massowah. Sir Evelyn Baring transmitted the 
complaints of his subordinate home; appealed to 
the Foreign Office for diplomatic remonstrances ; 
growled at Italian activities among the tribes around 
Suakin; and—evidently suspicious that Egyptian 
interests might be sacrificed to the exigencies of 
European politics—expressed a challenging hope that 
in any case his chief would insist upon “ hands off” 
at Kassala. Lord Salisbury responded with re- 
assuring criticism of his allies—though it was the 
reckless unwisdom, from their own point of view, of 
their Minister’s policy which seemed mainly to im- 
press him: ‘ The Italians are exceedingly tiresome 
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with their misplaced and suicidal African ambitions, 
and I have no wish that their aspirations should be 
gratified at the cost of any solid sacrifice on our part” 
(November 15, 1889). He concurred fully as to the 
inviolability of the valley of the Nile even in its 
affluents, but was unsympathetic as to the Eastern 
Soudan. Neither Egypt nor England, he declared, 
had more than secondary interests there, and he 
refused to be disturbed at the prospect of Italian com- 
petition on the coasts of the Red Sea. 

These imperfect sympathies were shown more 
emphatically in the following spring of 1890 in con- 
nection with a desert expedition which Sir Evelyn 
urged upon him. The crushing defeat of the Khalifa’s 
forces at Toski had secured present peace on Egypt’s 
southern frontier, but, in the neighbourhood of 
Suakin, the dervishes were still actively in the field. 
The military authorities in Cairo were anxious to 
strike them a decisive blow by taking Tokar, their 
principal stronghold on the coast, and the Consul- 
General’s support had been gained for the project. 
Tokar was about fifty miles south of Suakin, and its 
capture—so Sir Evelyn’s advisers assured him—could 
be effected, probably without firing a shot, certainly 
at very small cost in men or money, and might prove 
the signal for a final collapse of Mahdism in the 
Soudan. 

But Lord Salisbury would have none of it. The 
military genesis of the proposal and the optimistic 
anticipations of its advocates sufficed in themselves 
to provoke him to combative scepticism. Sir Evelyn 
was persistent, and pages of argument on the subject 
were interchanged between Cairo and London during 
that spring and autumn. One extract will suffice 
for quotation. It shows incidentally the place which 
the enterprise that was only to materialise eight 
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years later was already occupying in the writer’s 
thoughts. 


To Sir Evelyn Baring, March 28, 1890. 


... The argument you have used with so 
much force in respect to Kassala, that it gives to the 
Power occupying it command over one of the main 
affluents of the Nile, and therefore a power of diverting 
a portion of the supply which is vital to Egypt, does 
not apply to any possessions on the east coast. Tokar 
has nothing to do with the Nile Valley. The doctrine 
of the military authorities that it is necessary to 
possess the territory round Suakim in order to protect 
the flank of Wady Halfa, which is 800 miles off, is too 
abstruse for civilian comprehension, and though un- 
doubtedly there is a certain advantage in bringing a 
fertile territory under regular government, and so 
assuring its regular cultivation, it is not an advantage 
of a kind which would justify a military operation on 
which much certain expense and many possible em- 
barrassments necessarily follow. . . . When once 
you have permitted a military advance, the extent 
of that military advance scarcely remains within your 
own discretion. It is always open to the military 
authorities to discover in the immediate vicinity of 
the area to which your orders confine them, some 
danger against which it is absolutely necessary to 
guard, some strategic position whose invaluable quali- 
ties will repay ten times any risk or cost that its 
occupation may involve. You have no means of 
arguing against them. They are upon their own 
territory and can set down your opposition to civilian 
ignorance; and so, step by step, the imperious ex- 
actions of military necessity will lead you on into the 
CESCRL Ba sin 

‘““As far as I can see matters, I should say that until 
you have money enough to justify you in advancing 
to Berber, you had better remain quiet. When that 
time has arrived you may possibly go to Khartoum 
and you may possibly contemplate the railway from 
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Berber to Suakim. Such measures may be necessary 
for the purpose of protecting your Nile Valley against 
the dominion of any outside Power, and if you have 
any money to throw away, or any money to justify 
an expenditure which will not yield an immediate 
return, the operation may not be without profit. After 
that time, when you are masters of the Nile Valley, 
you may, as a matter of pure luxury, extend your 
dominion to the Red Sea. But I confess I look with 
apprehension upon a reversal of the process, because 
I think it is only by a forced process of reasoning that 
the Eastern Soudan, draining into the Red Sea, is 
represented as essential to the safety of Egypt.” 

The season was now becoming too advanced for 
desert operations, and Sir Evelyn suspended his ap- 
peals; but not before he had reinforced them by an 
argument which must have had a familiar ring to his 
correspondent. The day of diplomatic delimitations 
was approaching, and even this transcendental repre- 
sentative of the “‘ man-on-the-spot ’’ was true to the 
universal impulse to establish de facto possession in 
time. Suakin must be safeguarded from competitive 
approach. 


From Sir Evelyn Baring, April 4, 1890. 


*““, .. We should keep the Italians away from 
the walls of Suakim, and I am beginning to doubt 
whether anything short of action will stop them. The 
Nile Valley is, of course, the most important point. 
At the same time I do not at all want to have Crispi’s 
Bersaglieri running all over the Eastern Soudan, and 
especially I do not want them to bring under their 
influence the tribes which lie between Suakim and 
Berber. The Suakim-Berber route, rather than the 
Nile Valley, must eventually be the commercial route 
for the Soudan. .. .” 


Lord Salisbury had already drafted a demarcation 
of “spheres of influence” with Count Tornielli, and 
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wrote reassuringly that the draft would leave Tokar 
well on the Egyptian side of the line. It was sent for 
approval to Cairo and criticised there on divers grounds 
of detail. The Foreign Minister was just entering upon 
the most crowded weeks of that year of arduous 
negotiation. Count Hatzfeldt and the two Chartered 
Companies were by now daily assailing him with 
incompatible demands, impossible expectations, and 
indignant refusals ; in the silent travail of his own brain 
their requirements and his own were being balanced 
through complicated processes of modification and 
decision towards the conciliation formulated three 
weeks later; at the same time proposals and counter- 
proposals were being exchanged alternately with 
Lisbon and Cape Town, in the vain search for terms 
mutually acceptable, and the satisfaction of foreseen 
French jealousy was no doubt already adding its quota 
of demand upon his inventive faculties. So that self- 
protection may well be assumed as the main inspira- 
tion of the procedure which he now suggested for the 
solution of this minor problem. 

He wrote on April 25 that the objections offered 
convinced him that it was useless for him and Count 
Tornielli to attempt a settlement on their borrowed 
and contradictory information. To remit its dis- 
cussion to the irate frontier officials at Suakin and 
Massowah would be decisive of failure. There was 
a middle course: Sir Evelyn would shortly be coming 
home on leave—why should not he himself conduct 
the negotiation in London? Apology was offered 
for a devolution of responsibility so unusual in this 
quarter : 


To Sir Evelyn Baring, April 25, 1890. 


“©. . The temperature of the points of contact 
between British and Italian authority is at boiling 
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point in the Soudan, but it is at zero here, and it iS 
impossible for us to give full effect to the considerations 
of which we only feel the force vicariously. 

‘“‘ Tf it were a directly or distinctly British interest 
that were in question, I should feel that the whole 
responsibility for the decision was here and should 
act with more confidence; but I do not think that 
I have a right to take that view with respect to these 
matters of Egyptian interest, because if what is, at 
all events, the formal and official theory of our rela- 
tions be carried out, the time will come when these 
matters will cease to be of any interest whatever to 
England but will still be of all absorbing interest to 
1 as 0) 


Sir Evelyn commented bluntly that, since he did 
not believe in the possibility of evacuation—* for 
a long time to come at all events ’’—he attached 
small importance to the distinction between English 
and Egyptian interests. But that was a matter for 
Lord Salisbury’s judgment and he offered no objection 
to an acceptance of the invitation. 

When the time arrived, the original plan was 
modified. It was arranged that Sir Evelyn, instead 
of negotiating with the ambassador in London, should 
visit Italy on his way back to Cairo and confer with 
Signor Crispi himself. Lord Salisbury sent informal 
instructions in a letter from La Bourboule, where 
he was recuperating after his hard-pressed summer. 
Personal intercourse in London had evidently reduced 
the detail of coast delimitation to its true proportions, 
and there was now no substantial difference of policy 
between the two chiefs : 


To Sir Evelyn Baring, August 31, 1890. 


“I am now writing to say one word about the 
negotiations. That we should insist on the command 
of all affluents of the Nile, so far as Egypt formerly 
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possessed them, is agreed. I think you also agreed 
that we have no such well defined and imperative 
interests to safeguard on the Red Sea slope. I am 
not counselling unlimited concession; but our inter- 
ests, or the interests of our ward, Egypt, in that 
region, do not force themselves on the mind and 
require the magnifying glass of military theory to be 
visible at all. There is only one point that interests 
me in that direction—namely, that you should not 
sanction the tribal theory of dominion. The Italians 
are rather fond of the view that if one end of a 
tribe submit to them, they have a right to all the soil 
over which that tribe may have or may claim to have 
rights. . . . Actual right over the soil itself, proved 
by the exercise upon it of the functions of a ruler, 
is the only title we could accept. It is possible that 
you may not persuade the Italians to accept this 
principle; or to keep their hands off the affluents of 
the Nile. In that case, we must be content to let 
the negotiations be adjourned—putting in a note to 
make it clear what our claims are. 

‘“*T do not think England will lose by delay. Italy 
is pursuing a policy which is financially impossible. 
Sooner or later she must recede from it, and then she 
will not be so particular about frontiers. I daresay 
things will go on as they do now so long as Crispi is 
at the head of affairs.—But he is 71!...” 


The meeting took place at Naples. It would have 
presented an interesting psychological contrast to 
listeners—between the cool bluntness and _ glorified 
common sense of the English civil servant and the 
restless, eloquent emotionalism of the Sicilian 
peasant. One cannot help wondering whether, in 
arranging or agreeing to the conference, Lord Salis- 
bury had not thought more about the initiation of 
his Cairo fellow-worker into the difficulties of European 
diplomacy than of success in the actual negotiation. 
But the ground which Signor Crispi took up would 
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have made success impossible under any auspices. 
Though he asserted no present purpose of going to 
Kassala, he not only refused to pledge himself not to 
go or remain there, but—arguing rashly from the 
particular to the general—declared that, in his view, 
Egypt, in abandoning the Soudan six years before, 
had lost for herself and for England all prior claim to 
dominion in the Nile Valley. 

That such a contention would be unhesitatingly 
repudiated by any British representative seems to 
have come as a new light to him: “ Crispi,” wrote 
Sir Evelyn, after the final talk, “is evidently very 
much put out at the failure of the negotiation. ... 
He said, ‘ Vous m’avez traité en ennemi. La France 
méme n’aurait pas fait ca.’ He attributes the failure, 
I think, to personal enmity on my part to the Italians. 
He then went on to say that the whole incident would 
in no way change his friendly attitude towards 
England ” (October 11, 1890). 


Lord Salisbury made argumentative use of this 
conversation a month later when his Consul-General 
returned to the charge about Tokar. In the light of 
what it had revealed, would the immediate crumbling 
of dervish power, assuming that as a possible issue of 
the proposed expedition, be so wholly desirable after 
all? If the Khalifa’s dominion were to disappear, 
what would happen to the territory now under his 
control? ‘* Would it wait, masterless and ownerless, 
till your financial recovery would enable you to govern 
it from Cairo? ... I imagine not!” There was, they 
now knew, another nation—* which would be happy 
to provide a master and an owner for the Valley of 
the Nile to which, as you were told in Naples, the 
title of Egypt had lapsed.” That being so, would it 
not be better to think twice before engaging in further 
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merely destructive attacks upon the Arabs? “ Of 
course,” he concludes, ‘‘ these observations are all 
written on the assumption that you are not now 
financially ready to go to Khartoum. Whenever you 
are ready to do so, they cease to have any applica- 
tion’ (November 21, 1890). 

Sir Evelyn’s reply was disarming, coming from 
such an unhesitating champion of his own views and 
one who rarely wasted ink on compliment: ‘‘ Apart 
from any official connection, I have—pardon me for 
saying so—such confidence in your political coup 
deil, that, if you think there are serious objections to 
the policy, the chances are enormously in favour of your 
being right and my being wrong. But I should like to 
tell you why I recommend it” (November 28, 1890). 

The reasons now offered were studiously limited 
and practical—Sir Evelyn’s own, purged from the 
military aspirations of which he had been the mouth- 
piece in the spring. He wholly accepted his chief’s 
political diagnosis and was prepared to answer for it 
that the expedition would be rigidly restricted to its 
immediate objective. The taking of Tokar would 
make things more comfortable at Suakin, would 
assist in the fight against the Red Sea slave-trade, and 
would, so he was assured, be of the easiest achieve- 
ment. That was all. 

After one more interchange of letters, Lord Salis- 
bury gave in, and in the new year Tokar was duly 
attacked and taken. None of the extensions of risk 
which he had dreaded followed, but on the other hand, 
the promised insignificance of Arab defence swelled in 
experience to an army of several thousands and there 
was substantial loss of life in both forces. The long 
argument between the two chiefs closed with tacit 
withdrawals on both sides; with a congratulatory 
message from Lord Salisbury to the troops and an 
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indignant denunciation of his own intelligence depart- 
ment from Sir Evelyn: “ If I had known how strong 
the dervishes were, I should certainly have hesitated 
to recommend the advance.” 

February 1891 saw the consummation, so long 
desired by the Prime Minister, of Signor Crispi’s 
fall from power. He was defeated in the Italian 
Chamber, mainly on account of the reckless extrava- 
gance of his Colonial policy. His successor, the 
Marchese di Rudini, showed a more accommodating 
temper, though he initiated no fundamental change in 
policy. The African negotiation between England 
and Italy was brought to a successful conclusion, and 
an agreement was signed before the summer. The 
Italians recognised Egypt’s claim to the ultimate 
reversion of Kassala, and on that understanding the 
British Government waived objection to its occupa- 
tion by them as a temporary measure, should their 
warfare with the common dervish enemy require it. 
A year or two afterwards they availed themselves of 
the permission—with results so disastrous to them- 
selves that, in the event, they became more anxious 
to hand it over to the Anglo-Egyptian forces than they 
had ever been to take possession of it themselves. 

One or two small readjustments in the Anglo- 
French frontiers in Sierra Leone and the Gold Coast 
were made in ’92. Otherwise, this agreement with 
Italy was the last of the series of African demarca- 
tions for which Lord Salisbury was responsible in this 
Ministry. For seven years no further move of im- 
portance was made. Only two substantial gaps had 
been left in the apportionment of political control 
among the white Powers. On the middle Niger no 
limits had been fixed to the mutual approach of 
French and English enterprise and Arab anarchy still 
reigned unchecked in the Egyptian Soudan. When 
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the British conquest of the Nile Valley in ’98 at last 
convinced the French public of the futility of their 
Egyptian die-hards and heralded the close of the 
sixteen years’ quarrel, Lord Salisbury was again in 
office. It still fell to him, therefore, to negotiate the 
agreement upon Nigerian boundaries and the de- 
limitation of frontiers in the Soudan which finally 
completed the work of African partition. 


His share in that unique transaction cannot be 
considered apart from the dominant influence which 
his country, whether by accident of inheritance or 
through the automatic operation of racial qualities, 
exercised upon its issue. A mere catalogue of the 
international instruments through which the partition 
was effected would in itself be expressive on that point. 
A small group of treaties would be found defining the 
frontiers of the Congo Free State, as against French, 
German, and Portuguese explorations; but these 
would be the only ones in the whole long list in which 
England was not a primary participator. Lord 
Salisbury was not in every instance the signatory 
agent. The settlement with Germany in the “South 
West ” and the arrangements come to in the Berlin 
Conference of ’85, under which the eastern frontiers 
of Nigeria were determined, were effected before he 
took office. But otherwise his name appears upon 
all the enacting documents. 

When one comes to a less formal responsibility 
distinctions have to be drawn. The aspect of the 

1 * Finally completed” is not quite accurate. White “ spheres of influ- 


ence” in Morocco are of post-war delimitation, and there were also Somali- 
land delimitations which dragged on indeterminately for some years. 
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‘“‘ scramble ’? which loomed largest in the exultant 
eyes of his own public—and, it may be, though to a 
less applausive conclusion, in those of their continental 
neighbours also—was the uniquely rapid growth 
of British dominion which accompanied it. Lord 
Rosebery, speaking in 1896, estimated the amount 
of territory which had been added to the British 
Empire within the last twelve years at two and a half 
million square miles, and the larger part of this 
increase was contributed by Africa. For reasons 
already suggested at the beginning of this account, 
this increase cannot be attributed to the action of any 
Government or Minister. The dynamic force of ad- 
venture and colonisation which achieved it, operating 
simultaneously with a similar though less vigorously 
effective impulse on other nations, produced the 
situation with which Lord Salisbury had to deal. 
He had nothing to do with its inception. His 
watchful insistence upon averting the competitive 
intrusion, successively, of Germany, Italy, and France 
upon the Nile Valley might justify a more positive 
description of his action in that instance. But with 
that doubtful exception—inspired as it was, origin- 
ally, by the occupation of Egypt, which he had in- 
herited—his functions with respect to the Imperial 
aspect of the partition were limited in reality to a 
selective regulation of the British advance. He 
prepared pathways for it, he removed obstacles from 
its course, at times he deflected or even arrested it. 
The left wing of his parliamentary opponents con- 
demned his insistence upon taking Imperial control 
of it: the right wing of his own followers criticised 
the hamper which he imposed on it in deference to 
foreign rivals. But in no case could its inspiration 
be referred to him. His association with it was 
essentially dependent and consequential. } 
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It was in his influence upon the partition in its 
international: aspect that the part which he played 
was both distinctively individual and of large im- 
portance. The negotiations which have been dealt 
with in the foregoing pages suggest comment of pecul- 
iar biographical interest. The unanimity with which 
his leadership was accepted by the foreign Powers 
engaged in them and the initiative which they 
abandoned to him in each successive transaction are 
notable features in the record. This was no doubt 
in part due to his position as the representative of 
Great Britain. But his right to leadership would 
hardly have been so willingly accorded had it rested 
only on that title. England’s achieved pre-eminence 
in colonisation did not make her popular among her 
more recently arrived rivals. The feeling against 
her was not then so strong as it became subsequently 
in presence of the full realisation of her Imperial 
expansion, But already she was charged with greedi- 
ness, with pushful ambition, with unscrupulous ten- 
acity in adhering to the advantages which fortune 
or accident threw in her way. Whether actually 
justified or not, such judgments became inevitable 
from the moment that continental nations entered as 
competitors in a race in which her start of centuries 
handicapped them so heavily against her. But the 
note of jealous antagonism is curiously unprominent 
among Lord Salisbury’s foreign correspondents. They 
assume in him throughout a responsive understanding 
of their requirements; they challenge his ingenuity 
to discover issues of conciliation; they appeal to his 
personal sense of justice or moderation against the 
more extreme demands of some of his compatriots. 
There are moments indeed when their attitude to- 
wards him would not have appeared out of place in 
consultation with a neutral arbitrator. 

VOL. IV Z 
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The faculty for imaginative comprehension and 
detached judgment so witnessed to bore immediate 
fruit in what was undoubtedly the most important 
reward of his efforts, as it was the one upon which he 
was most urgently intent—the peaceful adjustment 
of conflicting international interests in an atmo- 
sphere tense with exaggerated ambitions and em- 
bittered local jealousies. But it must also be held 
to have been largely responsible for a more distant 
and enduring result—the effective permanence of the 
settlements which were made under his guidance. 

It should be noted that these treaties of delimita- 
tion differed from those to which one is accustomed 
in European diplomacy, in that they were mainly 
concerned with contemplated developments as dis- 
tinct from existent conditions. Whole tracts in the 
territories apportioned were at the time unoccupied, 
or but partially occupied, by their destined rulers. 
The maps drawn were largely prophetic and the 
stability of the arrangements come to had to depend 
upon the way in which the nations concerned would fill 
in the framework provided for them—an issue which 
could only be prepared for through a calculation of 
their individual characteristics and circumstances. 

Lord Salisbury’s consciousness of this requirement 
is witnessed to more than once in his utterances as 
well as in his action. We see it in the grounds on 
which he based his justified confidence in the success- 
ful working of the settlement with Portugal in spite 
of the unpromising conditions under which it had been 
effected; in his irritated condemnation, for reasons of 
purely Italian interest, of Signor Crispi’s policy— 
equally justified in the event; in his practical recog- 
nition of France’s ambition of sentiment and _ its 
ineradicable strength—alien as the characteristic was 
to his own temperament and outlook. A recognition 
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of her faculty for dominion may be taken also as a 
contributory element in his attitude towards her 
claims, though the evidence of this is more negative. 
He never expressed doubt as to her ability to make 
good use of whatever was abandoned to her. He 
grumbles in his letters at the folly of her Egyptian 
obsession; at the fiscal egotism of her colonial 
policy and the injury which it inflicted on inter- 
national commerce; but never—as with Italy—at her 
incapacity to digest her acquisitions, nor—as with 
Germany—to manage her native subjects. 

It was in his arrangement with Germany that his 
power of comprehension—or, more accurately perhaps, 
of foresight—may be charged with failure. He re- 
cognised and, against the pressure of his followers 
and of his fellow-countrymen in the Dominions, in- 
sisted on deferring to her Colonial ambitions in their 
sober practical or commercial aspects. Apart from 
his complaisance in the Pacific, the opportunities 
which were reserved for her in East and West Africa 
under the Convention of 1890 proved in the event 
more than sufficient to occupy her colonising and 
trading energies for all the period in which she enjoyed 
them. But the bargain which he made for his own 
country in that Convention was too good not to out- 
rage the expectations of her colonial enthusiasts. It 
is difficult, for instance, not to sympathise with the 
feelings of Dr. Karl Peters on that solitary journey 
homewards across the deserts to the Red Sea after 
his great adventure, when he learnt that the prize for 
which he had personally achieved and suffered so 
much had been signed away in London and Berlin ; 
that by a stroke of the pen the hated rival had won in 
Uganda, Zanzibar, Nyasaland, and Central Africa a 
colonial empire by the side of which his original enter- 
prise, which, at the outset, had made the Fatherland 
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the predominant power in East Africa, had shrunk 
into irremediable insignificance. Whatever it may 
have been to his rulers, Heligoland was poor com- 
pensation for him and his like—except as suggesting 
possibilities of retaliation. And so naval and colonial 
dreamers reacted upon one another in a mutual 
intoxication and a few years later were drinking to- 
gether to the “‘ day ” of requital. 

Lord Salisbury ignored this body of opinion and the 
offence offered to it, nor, at the time, did it appear to 
merit more serious consideration than did his own 
‘‘ wild men ’’ among the jingoes. Prince Bismarck 
had just turned Dr. Peters out of his own colony ; 
Count Caprivi was deriding his supporters in the 
Reichstag ; the Emperor, exulting in his North Sea 
acquisition, was instructing his ambassador that “ our 
East African interests merely come forward as matters 
for concession.”” What Lord Salisbury did not fore- 
see was the progressive power which this unregarded 
group would in time acquire over the mind of its un- 
stable monarch until the day came when he was him- 
self to re-echo its aspirations in an indignant wail for 
‘* a place in the sun.” 

But we have been led aside to the discussion of an 
extraneous and indeed fortuitous sequel to the African 
partition : the Emperor William’s character and the 
power which it gave—in other directions besides this 
one —to the irresponsibility of fanatics may almost 
be looked upon as a tragically abnormal accident. 
In Africa itself, setting aside such incidental influence 
upon later European politics, the arrangements made 
with Germany in 1890 stood the test of time as well 
as those effected with other countries. Thus it may 
be claimed that, except for the catastrophic disturb- 
ance produced by the Great War, the frontiers estab- 
lished in this partition have attained the prescriptive 
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strength of forty years’ existence without substantial 
change or the emergence of serious friction. 


There is one subject notably absent from these 
letters, which would nowadays have taken a large 
place in any political correspondence about Africa. 
One may look in vain for expressions of hesitation 
about, or indeed for reference of any kind to, the ethical 
aspect of this organised European absorption of the 
black man’s territory. 

As regarded Lord Salisbury his first approach to 
the African question was probably that which, in his 
House of Lords apologia for the German Convention, 
he described as having been originally that of English- 
men as a whole. Conscious of their virtual supremacy 
in influence on the shores of Africa, they had been 
content, he said, to leave political conditions as they 
were, in the hope that these lands “ would gradually 
acquire their own proper civilisation without any 
interference on our part.” When the contrary im- 
pulses of foreign Powers and of our own missionaries, 
adventurers, and traders made such passive abstention 
impossible, he took hold of the new world of movement 
and set himself vigorously to guide it along paths of 
peace towards its goal of white possession. 

To say that in entering on this policy he ignored 
the black man’s rights would not be true—would, in a 
sense, be the reverse of the truth. Certain of those 
rights he accepted as of peremptory obligation. First 
-and foremost stood the right to a rescue from the 
curse of the Slave Trade. The supremacy of that 
claim upon him finds expression again and again in 
his actions and in his words, both in private and in 
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public. It was perhaps the only purely crusading 
impulse which was effectually felt by him and for 
which he did not hesitate to call for national sacrifice. 
Next, as opportunity opened out, came recognition 
of the black man’s right to share in the religion and 
civilisation of which the white races were the trustees ; 
and, finally, when the responsibilities of government 
had been fully shouldered, the right which he owned in 
common with all humanity to be well governed. Lord 
Salisbury had no illusions as to the prevalence of 
high altruistic virtue among the indiscriminate crowd 
whom every form of incongruous motive had brought 
to these undeveloped lands; his conviction to the 
contrary was a reinforcing element in his will for full 
annexation. One can recall the grim satisfaction 
with which he welcomed the report of how the pioneer 
administrator of a still unsettled district had sum- 
marily executed a white trader who had done to death 
an injured and resentful native husband. His re- 
luctance to relax in any degree the Imperial power of 
control over the personal relations between the two 
races might indeed have invited criticism from pro- 
tagonists of white supremacy. When the Bill for the 
Natal Constitution was under consideration in the 
summer of 1892, he demurred to one of the clauses 
submitted to the Cabinet by Lord Knutsford. Under 
it, he pointed out, “ the overwhelming majority of 
natives would remain practically at the mercy of a 
Ministry chosen by the small minority of Colonists. . . . 
This seems to me hardly safe.” He appealed for 
larger protective powers to be reserved to the Governor. 

But among the black men’s rights it did not appear 
that he or those who worked beside or under him 
included, even in thought, a right to independence or 
sovereignty in their own country. The reason is not 
far to seek. That generation had contemporary know- 
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ledge of what “ Africa for the Africans” stood for 
before civilisation entered ;—the dead, effortless degra- 
dation which it represented, broken only by interludes 
of blood-lust, slaughter, slavery, and unspeakable 
suffering. It was impossible for them to feel doubt— 
far less scruple—as to replacing it, wherever occasion 
served, by white dominion. 

To the men at the top the ethical dilemma pre- 
sented itself from the opposite direction. How far 
were they justified, for the rescue of these black 
populations, in placing fresh burdens of cost and 
responsibility upon their own people at home? 
In practice Lord Salisbury found varying solutions 
for this dilemma. The Treasury, true to its trust, 
championed negative replies in all instances; but 
the Prime Minister was at the most half-hearted in 
its support. In Uganda, just before leaving office, 
he warned the missionaries’ friends that the Govern- 
ment must hesitate before embarking on the vast ex- 
pense of “ pacification ’’ to which a bankrupt Company 
were inviting them. But, in Kenya, he called his 
Chancellor of the Exchequer to “a great work of 
civilisation ’? without hope of economic reward; in 
Nyasaland, he boldly took the burden of administra- 
tion and anti-slave-trade warfare, ab initio, on Govern- 
ment shoulders ; in Rhodesia, he only refrained from 
doing so with admitted reluctance. 

The officials who, directly or in service of the 
Companies, implemented Government policy, were 
not troubled with these contradictory obligations : 
their task only began when the burden had been 
taken up. The leading men among them attained 
well-deserved distinction, and their names survive 
and will survive honourably in history. But behind 
them were unrecorded numbers to whom a tribute 
of memory is due. Scattered in isolated authority 
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over myriad troops of tribal savages; exiled in 
roadless wilds from all civilised amenities ; confident 
in initiative; fearless in self-dependence ; unresting 
in labour; reckless in their stake of health and often 
of life; they spent their best years in a service which 
brought little or no reward in wealth or fame. Single- 
hearted altruism need not be claimed for them; 
the impatience of small horizons, the racial instinct 
for adventure and mastery, ambition for distinction— 
had contributory part, no doubt, in the incitement 
of their activities. But—leaving aside inevitable 
exceptions—it may be affirmed that from the souls 
of these men the sense of mission and, if need be, 
of sacrifice in its fulfilment, was never far distant. 
The rigour of their lives will seem as superfluous 
as it would be intolerable to a generation bred to a 
world of softer and lesser demands: Imperialism in 
its stimulus as well as its opportunity was the root 
impulse of their political creed. But the ethic which 
governed their tutelage of the dependent peoples com- 
mitted to their charge has assuredly nothing to fear 
from comparison with that of many later and more 
self-conscious champions of uncivilised humanity. 


CHAPTER XII 
1889-1891 
DIPLOMACY AND THE DOMINIONS 


THE BEHRING SEA SEAL FISHERIES AND THE 
FRENCH SHORE 


WHILE the rest of Europe was occupied in the en- 
grossing task of partitioning the continent of Africa, 
the British Government suffered the penalty of 
world-wide empire by coincident claims on its atten- 
tion from the other side of the Atlantic. Two dis- 
putes between foreign Powers and our self-governing 
colonies, both containing germs of dangerous develop- 
ment, became acute during this period. 

One was the quarrel between Canada and the 
United States over the seal fisheries in the Behring 
Sea. About twenty years before, in the eighteen- 
sixties, the United States had bought Alaska from 
Russia, and with it the sealing rights upon the 
Pribyloff Islands, lying some hundreds of miles to the 
west of it, in the Behring Sea. Farther south stretched 
the shore of British Columbia, whose population at 
that period consisted of only a sparse sprinkling of 
British pioneers. The profits of the fisheries had 
now been leased by the American Government to 
a Company, powerful in Washington politics—a 
circumstance which, though never referred to offici- 


ally, added a complicating element to the dispute. 
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The originally provocative cause lay in the family 
arrangements of the seals, which were not easily 
accommodated to proprietary rights based on geo- 
graphical frontiers. During each year’s breeding 
season, in July and August, when they landed on the 
islands, America’s exclusive ownership of them was 
indisputable; in the winter months, when their 
vigorously nomadic habits dispersed them through 
illimitable stretches of ocean, they became as un- 
questionably the legitimate prey of individuals of any 
nationality who chose to attack them. But there 
were intermediate periods when mother seals were 
concentrating upon the breeding grounds in armies 
of millions, when the opportunity offered for slaughter 
by independent attack in the open sea became fruit- 
fully destructive. The increase of population in 
British Columbia, with the consequently ever-growing 
number of predatory sealing-smacks issuing from 
her ports every summer, was creating an industry 
of substantial profit for the Canadians, with a corre- 
sponding diminution of returns for the American 
owners—or lease-holders—of the fishery. More than 
that, the American authorities contended—with un- 
doubted justification—that since this independent 
slaughter was subject to none of the limiting regula- 
tions which were in force upon the breeding grounds 
themselves, the final extermination of the species 
was already in sight. Their Government had for 
some time clamoured for the interference of the 
Canadian, and ultimately of the Imperial Government 
of Great Britain, while their nationals carried on a 
petty warfare of more than doubtful legality with the 
intruding smacks. 

In *87—’88, Lord Salisbury had tried to negotiate 
a compromised agreement for close seasons between 
America and Canada. He had earned thereby con- 
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siderable unpopularity among his fellow-subjects with- 
out any mitigation of abusive defiance from American 
patriots. The Canadian Cabinet absolutely refused 
to take action and repudiated the whole of their 
opponents’ case. There was no need for restrictions 
of any kind—no danger of extermination for the 
seals: the only result of Government—or still worse 
of Imperial—interference, would be to secure larger 
profits for the American company at the cost of 
ruining the Queen’s subjects in Canada. There was 
indeed no question as to the loss with which their 
constituents would be threatened by the enforcement 
of any measure of protection. 

When the interval created by the tail-twisting 
excitements of the Presidential election of ’88 and the 
Sackville-West incident had passed, Lord Salisbury 
urged Sir Julian Pauncefote, the newly appointed 
Minister at Washington, to lose no time in making 
efforts for the conclusion of an agreement between the 
two militant Governments. 


To Sir Julian Pauncefote, June 26, 1889. 


‘“*. , . I hope you will bring us home more news 
about the Behring’s Sea matter. It is the only really 
black point on the Anglo-American horizon. I feel 
that we may have trouble any day, because the views 
of the two parties—the American and Canadian— 
are so very far apart. And the awkward part of the 
question is that if the Canadians have thei way the 
seal must disappear; or, to put it another way, any 
effective rule for the preservation of the species must 
begin by forbidding the only kind of seal-catching in 
which the Canadians can take part... .” 


This summer saw an extension of the most danger- 
ous element in the controversy. President Harrison 
took under his direct patronage the questionable 
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methods by which his fellow-countrymen had been 
resisting the encroachments of the “ poachers.” He 
despatched revenue cutters to the Behring Sea with 
instructions to seize any Canadian vessels which they 
found there engaged upon sealing, disable them, and 
confiscate their booty. The instructions were carried 
out in more than one instance, and the news of each 
seizure added fuel to the flame of anger which was now 
raging throughout the Colony. 

Lord Salisbury remonstrated at Washington and 
Sir Julian was instructed to inform Mr. Blaine, the 
Secretary of State, that all negotiation for a general 
settlement must be suspended unless his Govern- 
ment agreed to recognise the claims of the aggrieved 
smack-owners for compensation. Mr. Blaine pro- 
fessed himself willing to give them favourable con- 
sideration, and Sir Julian continued his unhopeful 
task of triangular discussion, reporting progress in his 
letters home. A joint committee of expert authori- 
ties in the life-history of seals was nominated. The 
Canadian experts reported in favour of the Canadian 
view—and the American experts in favour of the 
American view—and the diplomatists were no further 
forward. Sir Julian tried the magic influence of 
the “‘round-table,’? and invited a member of the 
Canadian Cabinet to take a seat at one in Washington 
with himself and Mr. Blaine. But the results were de- 
pressing ; the two trans-Atlantic statesmen exchanged 
such drastic comments upon each other’s Govern- 
ments that the placable representative of an older 
civilisation felt relieved when his colonial colleague, 
admitting that his temper could stand it no longer, 
withdrew to Ottawa. The British Minister drafted 
a Convention for the appointment of a mixed commis- 
sion to decide upon the technical issue, with appeal to 
an outside arbitrator in the event of disagreement, 
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but it met with no better fate. At its first submission 
it was summarily turned down by the Canadian Privy 
Council, and when, after prolonged argument, they 
had consented reluctantly, and, as they said, under 
coercive moral pressure, to a modified form of it, it 
was rejected with contumely by Mr. Blaine. ‘‘ Both 
Canada and the United States are rather unreasonable 
in the matter and it is no easy task to bring them to- 
gether,” was a comment of Lord Salisbury’s to the 
Queen, which hardly did justice to his actual state of 
mind as portrayed in his less restrained correspondence 
with his representative at Washington, his Colonial 
Secretary, and Lord Stanley, the Governor-General of 
Canada. It is difficult to say whether he was more 
tried by the crudities of the American diplomatic 
style or the refusal of his own clients to face the facts 
of the situation. 

But in March 1890 a letter came from Mr. Blaine 
whose purport reduced all such minor irritations 
to insignificance. Sir Julian, whose imperturbable 
calm and strong sense of humour rendered him imper- 
vious to the Secretary’s occasional outbursts, always 
maintained that he was a man of essentially “ good 
mind,” sincerely intent on a just and peaceful solution. 
One must assume that the winter had brought counsel 
from outside of unfortunate influence. He now ex- 
plained to the English diplomat that, while he had 
been ready to discuss compensation to individual 
smack-owners as a conciliatory contribution to the 
general settlement, he could in no way admit a question 
of his country’s right to treat all intruders upon the 
Behring Sea as illegal trespassers. The sea in question 
-was America’s national possession. 

This extraordinary claim to some million of square 
miles of ocean in the northern Pacific was based on 
a ukase which Alexander I. of Russia had issued at 
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the beginning of the nineteenth century. Apart from 
the boldness of the assumption that it had been trans- 
ferred to the United States with the title deeds of 
Alaska, it had, in fact, been repudiated, as a matter 
of course, by every British Foreign Minister who 
had touched the question, from Lord Castlereagh 
downwards. But it was the prospect of the immediate 
practical application of this claim rather than its 
theoretic hollowness which occupied Lord Salisbury. 


To Sir Julian Pauncefote, March 28, 1890. 


““. , . We were a good deal disturbed by the 
letter that you received from Mr. Blaine. It is diffi- 
cult to be certain what he means by it: whether it is 
simply written to spur on the Canadians to more rapid 
negotiation, or whether he really foreshadows the 
policy which, in the absence of a treaty, the United 
States will pursue in the summer. In the latter case 
the news is very grave indeed, for my colleagues are 
all of opinion that we cannot tolerate a renewal of the 
captures. It is early to say what form our resistance 
will take ; but I think I am justified in saying, from 
the judgment I can form of the state of opinion here, 
that we shall not be allowed, even if we were inclined, 
to permit the United States cruisers to treat Behring 
Sea as if it were their private property. 

“IT confess that the attitude, both at Washington 
and at Ottawa, makes me somewhat apprehensive of 
the result. The Canadians have the strict law on their 
side; the Americans have a moral basis for their 
contention which it is impossible to ignore. If both 
sides push their pretensions to an extreme, a collision 
isinevitable. We shall look with great anxiety to your 
reports of the progress of negotiations. . . .” 


Sir Julian urged warnings and appeals on the 
Secretary of State—not, as he believed, without effect. 
But he had not only the Secretary of State to deal 
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with. In the third week of May, President Harrison 
—it was rumoured without consultation with Mr. 
Blaine — published in the form of a proclamation a 
defiant repetition of the orders which had been issued 
to the revenue cutters in the previous year. 


To the Queen, May 24, 1890. 


‘ Lord Salisbury with his humble duty respectfully 
submits that at the Cabinet yesterday the most im- 
portant matter dealt with was the grave telegram 
from Sir J. Pauncefote at Washington. It was agreed 
unanimously that, whatever the consequences might 
be, the Cabinet could not recommend Your Majesty 
to allow your North American subjects to be inter- 
fered with, on the open ocean, in the prosecution of 
their legitimate industry; and that the claim of the 
United States to treat Behring’s Sea as if it were their 
own territorial water could not be tolerated. The 
First Lord of the Admiralty was directed to make 
provision for sending ships to Behring’s Sea to protect 
the British sealers ; but the orders would not be given 
to them to start from Japan until it was quite certain 
that orders to stop British ships had been given to 
United States cruisers. In the meantime a formal pro- 
test was telegraphed, and will be renewed by mail in 
afuller way. The incident is extremely to be deplored 
—hbut Your Majesty has, under our advice, already 
carried patience and longsuffering to a point which 
is arousing much discontent on both sides of the 
Atlantic; and you could not submit to this quite 
unjustifiable assumption without a serious loss of 
reputation and power. .. .” 


There could be no doubt as to the gravity of the 
crisis. If it was impossible for England to tolerate 
the result of the President’s action or the assumption 
of right on which it rested, it would be equally im- 
possible for the President to eat humble pie in face of 
the almost hysterically anti-British sentiment which 
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then pervaded American opinion. Lord Salisbury 
dealt with the claim in international law by an im- 
mediate proposal to refer it to neutral arbitration. 
His method of meeting the more pressing danger of its 
present application may be counted to the credit of 
the often abused element of secrecy in diplomacy. 
He allowed no word as to England’s intentions to be 
breathed in press or Parliament: no specific note of 
them was addressed by his representative to the 
American Secretary—only a generally worded verbal 
intimation, gravely courteous in style, that, since their 
immunity could not otherwise be guaranteed, British 
vessels would have to be protected on the common 
highway of the seas by their own Government. So 
resolute was the Prime Minister on silence that he 
refused even to soothe the anxiety of Canadians, now 
palpitating in passionate anticipation of further out- 
rage. 


To Lord Knutsford, June 26, 1890. 


*“* My ground for disliking to give Canada at present 
any information as to what protection the Canadian 
vessels may look for is simply this: that, unless they 
allow it to be known, such information is worthless to 
them; and if they allow it to be known, it will be 
repeated in every newspaper throughout the Union, 
and will almost drive Blaine into an aggressive policy.” 


The faint hope that President Harrison might be 
content to leave his proclamation as a gesture of 
defiance without giving it practical sequence was soon 
dissipated. Sir Julian obtained private information 
that the orders to give it effect had been actually issued 
from the American Admiralty. A cypher telegram 
_was at once despatched to the British admiral in com- 
mand of the China squadron ; four men-of-war started 
unobtrusively upon a summer cruise of undefined 
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duration : a news agency noted their departure, but, 
happily — perhaps not quite spontaneously — an- 
nounced the coast of South America as their destina- 
tion. A few days later they appeared in the Behring 
Sea and for the next few weeks patrolled with leisurely 
aimlessness the scene of Canadian sealing enterprise. 
No word on either side broke the official silence. The 
withdrawal of the President’s proclamation had never 
been invited and it was never withdrawn ; nor, so far 
as public knowledge went, were the orders required by 
it countermanded. But, in fact, no revenue cutter 
left American ports that summer for the Behring Sea. 
No one in his senses on either side of the ocean wished 
to go to war over the seal fisheries and all that was 
sober in American statesmanship was probably re- 
lieved by this silent obliteration of its President’s 
reckless experiment in bluff. 

In the one direction where awareness was im- 
perially desirable, the absence of the cutters and the 
reassuring presence of the British war ships were duly 
noted. In the following spring, Lord Stanley in one 
of the many letters in which he tried to mitigate the 
Imperial Cabinet’s irritation with the recently uncom- 
promising attitude of Canadian Ministers, referred it 
to their conviction, which he had been powerless to 
dispel, that the Home Government would never stand 
by them if it was in its own political interest to do 
otherwise. That belief had passed away: “ Your 
firmness in protecting our sealers last year did un- 
told good.” 

All that was critical in the controversy was now 
over though its final stages were prolonged by the 
dawdling which the intervening ocean seems to Impose 
upon all transatlantic negotiation. Lord Salisbury’s 
proposal to refer the question of international law to 
arbitration was extended by mutual consent the 
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following January to include the whole subject of seal 
protection in dispute. Another twelve months were 
spent in wrangling over the terms of reference as they 
affected the questions of individual compensation 
which might be involved in the award—whether for 
smacks that ought not to have been confiscated or 
seals that ought not to have been destroyed. But an 
Arbitration Convention was at length signed on 
February 29, 1892, and ratified by the American 
Senate in the following April. Lord Salisbury was 
able to see the Court constituted before he left office 
that summer. Two British lawyers, Lord Hannen 
and Sir John Thompson, the Canadian Minister of 
Justice, were balanced by two American lawyers of 
similar distinction, while the neutral element was 
supplied by a Swede, an Italian, and a Frenchman— 
the Baron de Courcel—who acted as President. The 
award was given in August 1893. As frequently 
happens in these cases, it expressed the conclusion 
which the man in the street, when uninfluenced by the 
passions of controversy or self-interest, would have 
spontaneously reached without expert assistance. On 
the issue of international law it supported the English 
case and confined American sovereignty in the Behring 
Sea to her territorial waters. On the other hand, it 
imposed very substantial restrictions on the sealers’ 
activities. Sealing was prohibited altogether over an 
area of sixty miles round the Pribyloff islands and was 
forbidden elsewhere in the open sea during the months 
of July and August. 


NEWFOUNDLAND 


Lord Salisbury was not so successful in the other 
of his triangular negotiations on the American con- 
tinent of this date. When in 1713 the French were 
given first claim over a stretch of Newfoundland coast 
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for the drying and packing of their fishermen’s cod- 
catch, it no doubt seemed a reasonable return for their 
recognition of British sovereignty over the island as a 
whole. They were then the owners of the adjoining 
mainland and, except for a score or so of adventurous 
British settlers, Newfoundland was uninhabited. It is 
less easy to understand why its ‘‘ French shore’? did 
not follow French Canada into British hands fifty 
years later, or why in some subsequent negotiation of 
peace treaties and rearranged frontiers the anomalous 
double occupation was never eliminated. Presumably 
the population of the island was still too small and its 
situation too remote for its existence to be remembered 
by statesmen of a pre-telegraphic and pre-steamship 
era. Even when, as the nineteenth century advanced, 
the recurrent squabbles between the growing number 
of British colonists and the contingents of French 
visitors who annually crossed the Atlantic to claim 
their privileges necessitated a constant patrol of 
cruisers of both nations to keep the peace between 
them, the Home Governments do not appear to have 
been seriously disturbed. Unfortunately, by the time 
when in the ’80’s these squabbles became too violent 
to be ignored, the French were not in a mood for any 
sacrifice for the promotion of good feeling. 

In ’86, as has been recorded, their Government, in 
pursuit of its normal protectionist policy, made matters 
worse by initiating a system of bounties upon the sale 
of their countrymen’s cod in neutral countries. To 
see the fruits of their industry ousted from Huropean 
markets by fish caught off their own coasts and actually 
prepared for sale in their own territory was exasperat- 
ing to the Newfoundland fishermen. Their legislature 
retorted by forbidding the foreigners to get bait in their 
territorial waters—thus making them almost as angry 
as the Newfoundlanders. Upon this scene of mutual 
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provocation a fresh cause of quarrel supervened in *89 
in connection with a recently developed industry of 
lobster-catching. The lobsters had to be tinned as 
soon as caught; the Frenchmen proceeded to erect 
sheds of timber and corrugated iron for that purpose 
on the beach of discord; the Newfoundlanders pro- 
tested angrily that the right of drying and packing 
codfish did not include that of building permanent 
structures for other purposes ; their rivals pointed out 
that the Treaty of Utrecht said nothing about cods, 
but spoke of “‘ fish’ and that therefore lobsters, with 
all that was required for their preparation for the 
market, should certainly be read into it. Both parties 
backed their opinions by defiantly building sheds for 
themselves and demolishing those built by their rivals. 

Diplomacy again became active between London 
and Paris. Lord Salisbury groaned to his Colonial 
Secretary over “this grotesque lobster difficulty ” : 
‘““To think that we should be paying, in hopeless 
weary negotiation, the penalty of Bolingbroke’s abor- 
tive intrigues a hundred and eighty years ago!” 
(December 10, 1889.) 

He proposed to refer to arbitration the question 
as to whether the Treaty’s generalisations did or did 
not include lobsters. The French consented, pro- 
vided that they could be assured that the award, 
if in their favour, would be complied with. The 
Colonial Government hung back; arbitration on a 
minor issue would be useless ; they could be content 
with nothing short of the abrogation of the intolerable 
eighteenth-century settlement: ‘“‘As to the New- 
foundland negotiation,” wrote the Foreign Secretary, 
“I am in despair. Trying to bring a colony and 
a foreign country to terms is very like negotiating 
between Lord Clanricarde and the Land League.” 
(To Lord Knutsford, February 22, 1890.) 
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To meet the immediate difficulty a modus vivendi 
was agreed upon and signed in March, ’90. Tinning 
factories erected by either French or English up to 
the previous July—the last fishing season—were to 
stand, and no further ones were to be built by either 
party until the legal question had been decided. 

In May Lord Knutsford appears to have suggested 
the policy, which proved eventually effective, of 
persuading France to an abandonment of her pro- 
vocative privileges by an offer of concessions in 
Africa. “‘ We had better talk over the Gambia- 
Newfoundland question to-morrow ;”’ commented his 
chief, “‘ I doubt the French accepting the bargain, for 
they value the fishery so much as a nursery for sailors 
that they give an extravagant bounty to maintain it ; 
and they have as much West African property as 
any reasonable nation can desire.”” (June 2, 1890.) 

All present possibility of such a solution vanished 
within the next few weeks. The Zanzibar-Madagas- 
car Agreement in July exhausted the capacity of 
British public opinion for the digestion of African 
‘* compensations” to France, while simultaneously 
French opinion became exasperated to danger point 
by happenings in the island itself. Its Government 
not only refused to take part in a treaty of arbitra- 
tion but, less excusably, failed to comply with the 
modus vivendi to which the Queen’s signature had 
already been affixed. Public feeling rose high against 
the Home Government for its failure in Imperial 
championship. Meetings of protest were held through- 
out the Colony, at which perorations were adorned 
by vague threats of secession. When the fishing 
season opened in July, these sentiments took a more 
practical form. The islanders, with the connivance— 
if not with the direct encouragement—of their own 
Government, attacked the French factories in force 
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and the Paris press placed this fresh proof of the 
treachery and arrogance of Great Britain in the fore- 
front of an embittered campaign against her. 

The English man-of-war’s-men, assisted by their 
French colleagues, laboured to enforce loyalty to 
international engagements, while Lord Salisbury made 
a last effort to obtain consent to his policy of arbitra- 
tion. The Newfoundland Cabinet had urged that 
the French Government should be invited to abandon 
its Treaty rights in return for a grant of full financial 
compensation to its individual fishermen. Lord Salis- 
bury, having warned them that the proposal had no 
chance of acceptance, formally instructed Lord 
Lytton, nevertheless, to press it upon M. Ribot. 
An accompanying private letter explained the ap- 
parent futility of this approach to his ambassador, 
as belonging in reality to the other branch of his 
triangular negotiation. 


To Lord Lytton, September 19, 1890.—Puys. 


6 


. . . [ am sending you a despatch instructing 
you to begin negotiations about Newfoundland. What 
we had wished to do and had contemplated doing, 
was to go at once into the question of arbitration. 
But the Newfoundland people press us very strongly 
to make a diplomatic effort to get rid of the French 
rights upon their island altogether. We have been 
wholly unable to persuade them that the attempt 
will be futile. They cannot shake off the idea that 
what they desire so keenly must be possible; and it 
is evident that until we have got a good plump refusal 
from France in black and white, they won’t believe 
in the obduracy of the French, and will attribute 
the continuance of the French rights to our indiffer- 
ence. It is of no use talking to them of arbitration 
until this question is settled. We have therefore 
instructed you to make the proposition on which their 
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heart is set, though we indulge in no illusions as to 
the probable fate of our offer. . . .” 


Lord Lytton was on no account to let the French 
Minister suspect his expectation of failure: ‘‘ Your 
attitude should be pressing and earnest—as of one 
fully convinced of the reasonableness and_ practical 
character of the suggestion he is making. If he 
attempts to fence, I would draft a telegram in his 
presence implying that he assents. He will not dare 
to let that go, as it would compromise him with the 
Chamber, and he will be forced to give an honest 
negative.” The ambassador was also warned against 
allowing the conversation to drift towards Egypt, 
Tunis, or other inadmissable field for ‘‘ compensa- 
tion.” 

These precautionary counsels proved needless. 
M. Ribot made no bones about refusing the proposal 
and indicated no terms upon which his country would 
consent to the abandonment of its privileges. His 
only suggestion was for a compromise which the Colony 
had already turned down in 1885—the delimitation 
of the Treaty shore, African fashion, into “ spheres 
of interest,’’ giving the two nationalities exclusive 
rights on either side of an agreed frontier. 

But in spite of the French Minister’s candour, the 
approach failed of its primary purpose. The irate 
Newfoundlanders remained unconvinced and as re- 
ealcitrant as ever to any compromise of their interests. 
A recent development had given new importance to 
their obduracy. In fulfilling their functions as 
guardians of international law, the British naval 
officers had relied on an old Act of Parliament which 
gave special executive powers to the Crown in face 
of such emergencies as the present one. Unfortun- 
ately the Act had lapsed in 1834, and though the 
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Colonial Office and the Admiralty had remained un- 
accountably unaware of the fact, the parties princi- 
pally interested had discovered it. This summer, 
when the Admiral on the station, in pursuance of his 
standing instructions, ordered the demolition of a 
British tinning-shed, newly erected in contravention 
of the modus vivendi, the owner sued him for damages 
in the local court. He won his case and the decision 
was upheld on appeal by the Privy Council. 

The decision mulcted the Imperial Treasury in 
£1000 and, which was much more important, de- 
prived the Imperial Government of any power of 
enforcing treaty obligations in the future. Lord 
Salisbury, in a confidential circular, presented the 
ease to his colleagues and invited their assistance in 
preparing public opinion in England for a revival 
of the defunct Act. Even in those days the coercion 
of a self-governing colony was not a thing to be lightly 
faced : 


Cabinet Memorandum, November 21, 1890. 


‘‘ No one can say confidently what the obligations 
are which the Treaty of Utrecht and subsequent in- 
struments have imposed upon Great Britain. France 
has naturally tried to make the most of them, and 
England to explain them away. The matters in 
controversy being really very doubtful, it is obvious 
that no solution of them can ever be reached by 
diplomatic discussion. There are only two ways of 
bringing the difference to an end: Kither we must 
compromise various points, one side giving way upon 
one point and the other upon the other; or we must 
refer the whole question to arbitration. England has 
been ready for either issue. A compromise was ar- 
ranged with France in 1885; our willingness to come 
to arbitration has been more than once expressed ; 
and France does not seem to be ayerse to it. But to 
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either mode of settlement, the Colony offers an 
absolute veto.” 


The reason for this attitude was that Newfound- 
land took no interest in the elucidation of French rights 
under the Treaty nor in any arrangement for their 
compromise. It would be satisfied with nothing but 
their total abandonment, and it believed that this 
object could be secured by the offer of a sufficient 
bribe in the way of territorial concessions in other 
parts of the globe. Therefore its Government had 
become wholly deaf to all proposals which came short 
of that result. 

The belief on which this attitude was founded was 
illusory. Even if England were willing for sacrifices 
of territory elsewhere for the sake of making a single 
industry in one corner of the Empire more profitable, 
France was wholly unpersuadable to the proposed 
bargain. But things could not be left as they were. 


‘““ We are bound by Treaty obligations to France, 
which we must fulfil. We must fulfil them as a matter 
of honour; but, apart from that consideration, we 
run a considerable risk by not fulfilling them. I do 
not mean to say that France would deliberately go to 
war about the French shore of Newfoundland; but 
the rights on each side are sustained by vessels of war 
and armed men. ... An unlucky blow or shot is 
always a possibility, and the honour of one nation 
or the other, before we knew it, might be so far pledged 
as to excite popular feeling on one side of the Channel 
or the other to an extent that would not stop short 
of war.” 

No treaty of arbitration could be negotiated with- 
out some preliminary guarantee that its awards would 
be given effect to. 


‘‘ For that purpose, it would be useless to rely upon 
the enactments of the Legislature of Newfoundland. 
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Whatever we mean to do will have to be done by Act 
of Parliament, and there is no doubt that an Act of 
Parliament on this subject cannot be passed without 
great friction with the Colony, or without great out- 
ery from unthinking persons at home who have not 
studied the difficulties of the case. But we have no 
escape from this issue.” 


In the following March (1891) an arbitration treaty 
was concluded between France and England, and in 
the same month Lord Knutsford introduced in the 
House of Lords a measure regranting power to the 
Crown to ensure, by executive action, the carrying 
out of the Fishery Treaties with France. In the 
debate that followed, Lord Salisbury was anxiously 
conciliatory in the expression of sympathy with his 
fellow-subjects in the burden laid upen them by past 
history. But facts were facts, and he pointed out with 
crushing realism that threats of secession were beside 
the point. The objectionable privilege belonged to 
France and she could enforce it against them under 
international law to whatever sovereignty they were 
attached. 

The Newfoundland Legislature protested strongly 
and demanded to be heard at Westminster in opposi- 
tion to the proposed Bill. The demand was agreed 
to, and in April a delegation of its members came 
to London. On the 28rd their Prime Minister, Sir 
William Whiteway, in a speech marked by a notable 
dignity, addressed the House of Lords from the bar 
—an interesting incident in the constitutional history 
of the Empire. 

But the argument of international necessity was 
too strong to combat. The parties to the quarrel 
showed their common Anglo-Saxon origin by refusing 
to drive it to ultimate extremes. The Bill passed the 
House of Lords, but, after its first reading in the 
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Commons, Mr. Smith announced the postponement of 
its further stages to give time for the Colonial Legis- 
lature to take such action as it thought right. A 
measure was introduced there by its own Ministers, 
legalising the intervention of the sailors for the en- 
forcement both of the modus vivendi and of any further 
award of arbitration on the subject, and the Imperial 
Bill was not proceeded with. 

In the event, the Treaty of arbitration remained 
a dead letter, the colonists preferring to leave the 
questions in dispute open and to carry on from one 
modus vivendi to another under the tactful tutelage 
of the naval officers. In 1896, when Mr. Chamberlain 
was at the Colonial Office, another abortive attempt 
was made for a final settlement. It had to wait till 
it formed part of the general reconciliation with France 
in 1904. 


CHAPTER XIII 
1890-1892 
ENGLAND’S MEDIATION 


In the third week of March 1890, with but little pre- 
paration even in rumoured gossip, the world learned 
that Prince Bismarck had resigned or been dismissed 
from all his offices. ‘‘ An enormous calamity of which 
the effects will be felt in every part of Europe!” was 
Lord Salisbury’s telegraphed response to Count Her- 
bert’s announcement. He did not particularise his 
apprehensions, and it is useless to enquire how far this 
appreciation was inspired by deliberate anticipations 
and how far by an unreasoned instinct of dismay at 
the sudden elimination of a force which had dominated 
Kuropean politics for twenty years. Its expression 
was no doubt warmed by the natural impulse to salute 
fallen greatness and that sympathetic reaction to his 
correspondent’s sentiments which was habitual with 
him. 

But neither sympathy nor dismay was lasting. 
‘It is a curious Nemesis on Bismarck,” was his 
comment to the Queen a fortnight later: “ The very 
qualities which he fostered in the Emperor in order 
to strengthen himself when the Emperor Frederick 
should come to the throne have been the qualities by 
which he has been overthrown” (April 7, 1890). 
And, on the other hand, the immediate results of the 
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364 


CAPRIVI FOSTERS ENGLAND’S FAVOUR 365 


national point of view. Lord Salisbury was no longer 
constrained to a ceaseless probing for the subterranean 
understandings by which Prince Bismarck loved to 
balance his overt engagements, and he was freed from 
the explosions of his nerve-wracked temper. The 
new Chancellor, Count Caprivi, was simpler in his 
inspirations. The secret Reinsurance treaty with 
Russia, by which Prince Bismarck had qualified his 
obligations to the Triple Alliance and English friend- 
ship, expired that summer, and Count Caprivi and 
his Foreign Minister, Baron von Marschall, refused 
to renew it. ‘“‘ A great man like Bismarck,” wrote 
Baron von Marschall, in his own defence, some years 
later, ‘ might work with such complicated instruments, 
but I, a simpler man, could not have justified such a 
treaty to our allies if ever it had become known. 
Caprivi was of the same opinion.” (December 4, 1911.) 
This refusal precipitated the conclusion of the 
Franco-Russian alliance, and its authors have been 
charged by their fellow-countrymen with having thus 
set the European stage for Germany’s ultimate dis- 
aster. But it is fair to remember that there was one 
notable difference between the grouping of nations 
which they prepared for and that which immediately 
preceded the great catastrophe. They recognised fully 
then—as neither they nor their successors seem to have 
done later—that their decision involved as a pre- 
cautionary corollary, a more zealous cultivation of 
British goodwill. Count Caprivi, as soon as he was 
installed in office, wrote a warm personal appeal to 
Lord Salisbury for a strengthening of friendly relations, 
and active co-operation with England became, for the 
next few years, a dominant note in German policy. 
This emphasising of diplomatic cordiality was un- 
connected with sentiment, and rested on the belief 
2 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. ii. p. 2 (Gr. Pol. der Eur.-Kab. vol. vii. p. 10). 
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of the German powers that England’s support was 
essential to the cohesion, as well as to the strength, 
of the Triple Alliance. The two Latin powers had 
coincidently become convinced that the same support 
was their best safeguard against each other’s aggres- 
sive potentialities. The double recognition gave a 
distinctive character to international relations during 
these last two and a half years of Lord Salisbury’s 
Government. England occupied a position of inde- 
pendent mediation between the warring nations, and 
her Minister stepped for the time into Prince Bismarck’s 
place as the central figure in European politics. 

The greater warmth of German friendliness was 
actively encouraged from above. The Emperor 
William continued with ardour that courtship of his 
mother’s country which he had initiated in the spring 
of ’89. ‘‘ When the Emperor came to the throne,” 
wrote Sir Edward Malet in January 1890, ‘‘ I was told 
that there was great danger of his becoming an ‘ Anglo- 
phobe.’ He is now generally accused of being an 
‘Anglomane.’”’ A fortnight later he was reporting 
that the Emperor had sent a message to Count Rado- 
witz at Constantinople to express his annoyance at the 
rumoured “ Russianism’’ of the German embassy 
there: ‘ If these reports continued he should have to 
change his ambassador ’’—and he wished Sir Edward 
to let him know if any further complaints on this score 
were received from Sir William White. While exul- 
tantly claiming sympathy with his own discipleship in 
ship-building, he was, throughout this period, as con- 
gratulatory of England’s naval and colonial supremacy 
as he became afterwards jealous of it. His sincerity 
was witnessed to by a series of private remonstrances 
as to deficiencies in British naval organisation. They 
were more earnest than discreet and were not received 
with enthusiasm by the object of his reforming zeal. 
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They culminated, in the spring of ’91, in an elaborate 
minute, sent—unofficially—through the embassy at 
Berlin, cataloguing the changes and additions which, 
in his view, were required in the equipment of the 
English fleet. 


To Lord George Hamilton, February 20, 1891. 


“You will probably have a tendency to impreca- 
tion when you read of the Emperor’s kind solicitude 
for the good conduct of your department. But it is 
wise to return a soft answer. 

“Please send me a civil, argumentative reply,— 
showing that in some directions we are adopting his 
recommendations—that we are sensible of the great 
difficulties attaching to these very large pieces—that 
we are doing our utmost to improve the capabilities of 
Woolwich—and that we will give our best considera- 
tion and attention to his valuable suggestions. 

“* It rather looks to me as if he was not ‘ all there 


eal ded 


In spite of the confidential aside with which this 
letter closes, Lord Salisbury continued active in pro- 
motion of cordial relations between the two courts 
and, so far as could be seen, shared personally to the 
full in the partiality displayed by the German sovereign 
towards all things British. 

In the summer of this year, the state of fecling 
in this country, being no longer disturbed by dis- 
approval of the Emperor’s filial behaviour nor by the 
jar of Heligoland’s cession, was adjudged to be in a 
favourable condition for a public gesture of friendship. 
In July 1891 the Emperor and Empress paid a state 
visit to England, which was celebrated with the usual 
accompaniments of naval and military reviews, a 
procession to the City, a Guildhall banquet, and 
festivities at Windsor. By express desire it concluded 
with a night and morning spent at Hatfield, on 
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July 11-12. The train of German court dignitaries 
and political and military officials required by Hohen- 
zollern traditions, when added to a corresponding 
number of British guests, made a house-party of some- 
what overwhelming dimensions. The difference be- 
tween the standards of personal comfort in Jacobean 
and Victorian days was patently exemplified. Though 
there would have been no difficulty in feeding and 
entertaining a party of twice the size in the rooms 
designed in the spacious conception of a seventeenth 
century courtier for the reception of his Sovereign, 
there proved to be, according to modern ideas, a hope- 
less deficiency in the appropriate number of bedrooms. 
Fortunately, two houses belonging to Lord Salisbury 
near the park gates were unlet and sufficed as sleeping 
quarters for the younger guests and members of the 
family. Though the preparations were arduous they 
were rewarded in the event. The sun shone brilliantly, 
the house and park showed in their fullest beauty ; the 
visitors were cordial in their will to please, and the 
Emperor’s personal charm and eager spontaneity in 
conversation made him easy of entertainment. After 
his return to Germany he sent Lord Salisbury, as a 
memorial of the occasion, a full length oil-painting of 
himself, dressed in the uniform of a British admiral. 
The Crown Prince of Naples? also visited England 
this summer, and a fortnight after the departure of the 
German guests another party had to be assembled at 
Hatfield to do him honour—though as he was travelling 
in a modest incognito his entertainment was of a more 
normal quality than that of his predecessors: ‘‘ The 
facility of locomotion,” sighed Lord Salisbury in a 
letter to Lord Lytton, “‘ adds to the sorrows of human 
life in the shape of German Emperors and Princes of 
Naples. It is a great comfort to me to think that 


1 The present King Victor Emmanuel of Italy. 
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M. Carnot? has not got an heir apparent! ” (July 
20, 1891.) 

In the following spring a curious little incident, 
expressed more markedly perhaps than either diplo- 
matic support or social civilities the relations which 
subsisted at this period between the Emperor and 
his grandmother’s Minister. There had been a stir 
in Germany over an unpopular Education Bill which 
the Imperial Chancellor had introduced in the 
Prussian Chamber. The resentment which it aroused 
had been intensified by one of those highly coloured 
speeches in which the Emperor William excelled, 
which was interpreted—erroneously—as a threat to 
force the measure through in the teeth of popular 
opposition. In fact, he had disapproved of its intro- 
duction, and there had been critical scenes in council, 
and the self-assertive phrases of the speech had been 
intended for the Minister, who was privately resisting 
its withdrawal. All this, as commenting upon the 
abuse with which democratic champions had assailed 
him, was explained at great length in conversation 
to Sir Edward Malet, with earnest injunctions to 
repeat the explanation in full to Lord Salisbury : 
‘* He said that he hoped that after you had heard his 
version of what had happened, you would not think 
that he had acted as a tyrant and a despot.” (April 2, 
1892.) As the question had not the remotest con- 
nection with international politics, one must assume 
an even exaggerated anxiety for the good opinion of 
the British Prime Minister. 

Lord Salisbury, though probably puzzled, ac- 
knowledged with all courteousness of respectful 
phrasing the condescension shown by this confidence. 
Unfortunately, another unofficial communication, 
made a week later, did not excite in him the same 

1 The then President of the French Republic. 
VOL. IV 2B 
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sensations. The Khedive Tewfik had died that winter, 
and the Sultan had shown a disposition to utilise the 
firman which it was his function to issue on the ac- 
cession of a new Khedive for the purpose of with- 
drawing from the Egyptian autonomy a small district 
on its eastern frontier, and Lord Salisbury had re- 
quired that the text of the firman should be sub- 
mitted to the British Government before it was 
published in Cairo. The Emperor William sent for 
Colonel Swaine, the military attaché at the Berlin 
Embassy, with whom he was on terms of social 
intimacy, and after congratulating him warmly on 
his chief’s display of firmness, invited him to convey 
to him his—the Emperor’s—advice as to the steps 
which should now be taken to follow it up. British 
men-of-war should be immediately despatched to the 
Dardanelles, and, passing through them under cover 
of night, appear in the morning before Constantinople, 
where they should train their guns upon the Sultan’s 
palace at Yildiz Kiosk. Then the Sultan should be 
summoned to sign a dictated firman on pain of the 
immediate annexation of Egypt by England if he 
hesitated. If Russia were to protest against the 
breach of treaty, “you can tell her that you have 
taken a leaf out of her book,” but he, the Emperor, 
would answer for it that neither she nor France 
would fight. ‘This is an opportunity which may 
never recur for England to make herself feared at 
Constantinople.” (April 9, 1892.) 

This startling advice was proffered in a time of 
profound peace and upon an issue, in itself unimpor- 
tant, as to which no difficulty seems to have been 
apprehended as to coming to terms with the Sultan. 
Since it reached him only as the report of a private 
conversation, Lord Salisbury was spared the necessity 
of replying to it. But he gave vent to the feelings 
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which it aroused in him at the close of a letter to the 
Queen, who was in Germany at the time on a visit to 
her Hesse grandchildren: ‘ Lord Salisbury respect- 
fully draws Your Majesty’s attention to the Emperor 
- William’s conversation as reported. He appears to 
be strangely excited; and it would be a very good 
thing if Your Majesty would see him and calm him” 
(April 14, 1892). A week later he was moved to a 
repetition of the advice. ‘‘ Lord Salisbury hopes 
that Your Majesty will enjoy the week of intercourse 
with the family of the Grand Duke of Hesse Darm- 
stadt ; and that some opportunity may occur which 
will enable Your Majesty to recommend to the 
Emperor calmness both in his policy and in the 
speeches which he too often makes” (April 22, 
1892). 

The counsel of spirited statesmanship which in- 
spired these reflections was seriously intended and, 
divorced from its wholly inadequate occasion, could 
have been defended on general grounds as the best 
method of dealing with this particular potentate. 
Its summary dismissal as an outburst of hysterical 
excitement must, if repeated to him, have offended 
the Emperor more deeply than any other conceivable 
reception of it. Lord Salisbury left office three 
months later, and when the two men resumed inter- 
course in 1895, a violent revulsion of feeling towards 
the English Minister was revealed in the Emperor. 
What had been to all appearance a peculiarly forth- 
coming confidence was replaced by a bitter personal 
hostility which endured to the end of Lord Salis- 
bury’s life. It is possible that some indiscreet dis- 
closure of his attitude towards this report of Colonel 
Swaine’s may have assisted in the transformation. 
He always professed himself unable to account for 
it—though it is doubtful whether at that later period 
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he had become disposed to any very serious efforts of 
memory in search of an explanation. 


Prince Bismarck’s fall from power preceded by 
just under a year that of his admirer and disciple at 
Rome. Public opinion in Italy, divided into two 
opposing currents by dread of France and resentment 
at Austria’s continued possession of the Trentino, was 
at no time an easy authority to defer to. It was 
now embittered by a wave of acute distress induced 
by heavy taxation combined with a desperate tariff 
war with France. Worried by conflicting electoral 
threats, Signor Crispi, during his last months of office, 
emphasised his normal mission as the chastener 
of slothful ease in the Foreign Offices of Europe. 
German Ministers were kept in a turmoil of anxiety 
as to the prospects of keeping the Triple Alliance 
in being—in France, corresponding spasms of hope 
occasionally interrupted a more ‘habitual state of 
irritation begotten of Mediterranean quarrellings— 
while British diplomacy was forced into sympathetic 
participation in both these causes of unrest. 

A typical episode can be traced in Lord Salisbury’s 
correspondence in the autumn of 1890. At the end 
of July, Signor Crispi sent him a “‘ most secret ”’ 
letter by the hand of a trusted intermediary, and 
without the knowledge of his own ambassador in 
London. Count Tornielli was credited, whether 
rightly or wrongly, with being opposed to Italy’s 
present system of alliances—was a constant object of 
suspicion to the Germans, and appears to have been 
only moderately confided in by his own chief. The 
letter was keyed to an agitated note. The writer 
was convinced that France intended in the near 
future not only to transform her protectorate over 
Tunis into a sovereignty but to extend her dominion 
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to Tripoli also. That would place the whole of the 
northern coast- of Africa, from Morocco to Egypt, in 
her hands; Italy would be maritimely encircled 
and her national survival imperilled, while the power 
of England in the Mediterranean would be gravely 
compromised. There was only one way to avert 
the catastrophe. Italy must be beforehand with 
events and proceed herself to the immediate occupa- 
tion and annexation of Tripoli. He hoped that he 
might reckon upon England’s countenance and 
assistance in this project. 

Lord Salisbury did not, it appears, take this 
menacing proposition too seriously, but he replied 
on August 5, with much sympathy and more depre- 
cation. He quite agreed, he said, as to the destiny 
foreseen for Tunis and also as to the intolerable situa- 
tion which would be created by France’s further 
acquisition of Tripoli. But neither advance was 
imminent ; as regarded Tripoli especially, “ la France 
a beaucoup de chemin a faire.” He demurred strongly 
to the remedy proposed :—premature precautions 
were full of danger. The gratuitous invasion of a 
province of the Turkish Empire in time of peace, and 
without excuse in any overt act of aggression on the 
part of France, would precipitate a disastrous re- 
opening of the whole Eastern question. He urged 
patience and circumspection and held out no hopes of 
English support to such a project. (August 5, 1890.) 

Three days later Count Hatzfeldt assailed him in 
conversation at Osborne !—also about Tripoli and also 
showing signs of agitation. But it was differently 
inspired. Reports had reached Berlin as to Signor 
Crispi’s North African aspirations—and also of co- 
incident French efforts to detach him from his present 
allies ;—probably by the offered bribe of Tripoli. He 


1 From a private Memorandum of the conversation, dated Aug. 8. 
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must not therefore be resisted too imperatively—the 
ambassador entreated Lord Salisbury for some dis- 
play of practical sympathy with him. Lord Salisbury 
conceded a suggestion to recognise Italy’s claim to 
the inheritance of Tripoli in the event of its becom- 
ing derelict. He did not mention to the German the 
drastic proposition which had been confided to himself, 
and shortly afterwards, in conversation with Lord 
Dufferin, Signor Crispi, expressing great delight with 
Lord Salisbury’s letter, observed that “there was 
no greater folly in politics than precipitation,” and 
announced the abandonment of his idea. 


To Lord Dufferin, August 12, 1899. 


. . . The Germans say they are very apprehen- 
sive about Crispi’s disposition ; and that unless he is 
assured as to the ‘ compensation’ which is the only, 
but sovereign, remedy for his apprehensions, he will 
get tired of the Triple Alliance, and seek the less 
expensive friendship of France by coming to terms 
with her about Tunis and Tripoli. I do not share 
these fears of the German Government. I believe 
that Crispi discerns them, and is bluffing in conse- 
quence; and that he hopes to take advantage of this 
opportunity to extract from Germany, Austria and 
England, a written guarantee that he shall some day 
be the heir of Tripoli. This written guarantee I would 
not be a party to giving. I am quite sure that a copy 
of it would find its way to Constantinople and that the 
Sultan would see in it a confirmation of his present 
suspicion that among the European Powers, Russia is 
the one that will despoil him least. But, I should like 
to have your judgment as to Crispi’s mental attitude. 
If it be what the Germans suspect, and that he is 
hovering on the brink of a new alliance, it might be 
necessary to go so far as to give him to understand 
verbally, that while we were faithful to the rights of the 
Sultan as guaranteed by the Treaty of Paris, we fully 
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recognised that Italy had a special interest in the 
maintenance of the integrity of the Turkish Empire as 
regards Tripoli ; and that in case any catastrophe were 
to overwhelm the Ottoman domination, that position 
of special affection and relationship would have its 
natural bearing upon the distribution of the inheri- 
CANCEL 

‘I do not like to disregard the plain anxiety of my 
German friends. But it is not wise to be guided too 
much by their advice now. Their Achitophel is gone. 
They are much pleasanter and easier to deal with ; but 
one misses the extraordinary penetration of the old 
man.” 


A few weeks later the French Foreign Office threw 
further light upon the incident by joining the circle of 
Lord Salisbury’s confidants. Their grievances against 
England had evidently not affected their belief in his 
capacity for telling them the truth. M. Jusserand, 
an Under Secretary at the Quai d’Orsay, took advan- 
tage of the Prime Minister’s presence in his holiday 
home to come down to Dieppe and pay an afternoon 
call at Puys. He was a distinguished scholar as well 
as a diplomat—specialising in the English language, 
historically considered—-and was said to be the 
greatest living authority on medieval English litera- 
ture. He was an old acquaintance of Lord Salisbury’s, 
having been at one time attached to the Embassy in 
London. 


To Lord Lytton, September 23, 1890.—Puys. 


“| . ‘Ecce iterum Crispimus.’ Yesterday morn- 
ing Jusserand made his appearance. I did all I could 
to prevent his talking business—but he would. He 
had come to tell me that Menabrea? by direct orders 
from Crispi had ‘ hinted’ (Jusserand spoke English 
and that was the word he used) that if France wanted 


1 The Italian ambassador in Paris. 


376 LORD SALISBURY 


to obtain the good graces of Italy, it could only be 
done by helping her to occupy Tripoli; and for this 
policy he declared he already had the approval of 
England. Jusserand’s errand was to ask me first, 
whether we knew anything of this project of Crispi’s 
and secondly, whether it was true that we approved it. 
As Crispi had in August unreservedly withdrawn in 
conversation with Dufferin the suggestions of a similar 
sort which he had let drop, and admitted that they 
were entirely premature, I] was able with good con- 
science to say that according to my information there 
was no truth in the idea that Crispi contemplated any 
such step; and of course I was able to add that it 
would be very far from being in harmony with the 
policy of Her Majesty’s Government. 

‘“* I took the opportunity of preaching to him, as I 
have more than once preached to Waddington, that if 
they wanted a quiet life they must not attempt to 
alter the status of Tunis at present. It was a point on 
which Italy was exceedingly sensitive, and on which 
England, though her own interest in the matter was 
indirect, would be sensitive on account of Italy. He 
of course protested that nothing was further from the 
mind of the present Government. What intrigue is 
Crispi at now? It looks as if he was trying to make 
his game with France behind Germany’s back. The 
Irredenta agitation! is beginning to alarm him, and he 
is providing for the possibility of having to drop his 
dear friends of the Triple Alliance. In the summer, 
Hatzfeldt was almost feverishly anxious about Crispi’s 
state of mind; evidently fearing that the growing 
difficulties of his position internally might induce him 
to change camps, if he was certain that he would be 
adequately paid for the evolution, so as to make it 
agreeable to the Italian electorate. .. .” 


Fundamentally speaking, Lord Salisbury’s task as 
mediator between the Latin nations was probably 


1 “Ttalia irredenta’”’—‘ unliberated Italy ’’—-was the traditional slogan of 
protest against Austria’s retention of the Adriatic provinces. 
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assisted by his detachment from their mentality. But, 
incidentally, it-added to his difficulties. Count Hatz- 
feldt was always lamenting his want of personal sym- 
pathy with the Italian Minister, and, in the winter 
of this year, Lord Dufferin reported that feelings in 
Rome had been wounded by his “ coldness.”’ Signor 
Crispi’s anxieties were concentrated at this moment 
upon a rumoured intention of the French to fortify 
Biserta on the Tunis coast as a naval port and mili- 
tary base—which would have been a breach of the 
assurances which they had given when taking Tunis 
under their protection. 


To Lord Dufferin, January 7, 1891. 


. . . I cannot make out what Crispi means in 
taxing us with coldness. As far as I know, we have 
had no differences with him except about Kassala— 
and that was certainly his fault. I can only conclude 
that in transmitting my conversation to Crispi, Tornielli 
flavours it with some of his own vinegar. He does not 
like Crispi; and I think it pleases him to report some- 
thing that shall be disagreeable to Crispi, so long as he 
can do it with safety. 

‘*The only subject on which we have discussions 
Terpiccltasi. 

‘* At present it is certain that the French have done 
nothing that is inconsistent with their professed in- 
tention of making it a purely commercial port. If 
they were to change their policy we should certainly 
have aright to remonstrate. It is not a right to which 
I attach much value. It usually means nothing more 
than writing despatches which look well in the Blue 
Book, and have a satisfactory ring of vigour about 
their language. But if France should give us the 
occasion for remonstrating, and Signor Crispi should 
wish to exercise that precious right, I do not suppose 
that we should refuse to gratify him. But our firm 
intention to exhibit that amount of vigour is no reason 
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for mentally wearing each other’s nerves out by an 
exchange of apprehensions. We had better not think 
of the matter till the casus objurgationis has arisen. 

“T try to conceal this philosophical view from 
Tornielli as much as I can. But Count Hatzfeldt, 
who also lectures me on my coldness, insists that the 
head and front of my offending is a want of sympathy 
on the subject of Biserta. 

‘*Meanwhile Ribot sends me earnest entreaties to 
try and get Crispi to stop the Anti-Gallic campaign 
in the Italian newspapers, which, he says, may produce 
real danger if it goes on. I have been afraid, however, 
of stirring, for fear of giving Crispi renewed occasion 
for doubting the fidelity of my attachment... .” 


A week later he closed his letter to the same 
appreciative correspondent: ‘ Crispi reproaches me 
like a neglected lover; Tornielli scolds me like an 
injured wife. And now that the Bismarcks are gone 
it is not so easy to keep Crispi in order as it was. I 
suppose there is nothing for it but patience” (January 
16, 1891). 

Patience was rewarded in the following month by 
Signor Crispi’s defeat in the Italian Chamber. Under 
his successor, the Marchese di Rudini, a less emotional 
atmosphere prevailed. The permanent difficulty re- 
mained of finding undivided support in the Italian 
public for either of the available choices in continental 
friendship, and, perhaps on that account, Signor di 
Rudini was earnest in seeking closer co-operation with 
England. So far as diplomatic relations went, Lord 
Salisbury was responsive—but an effort to fortify 
these by “‘ personal intercourse’? met with its usual 
fate at his hands. He was spending Easter on the 
Riviera that year. A travel through Paris, to and 
from a sojourn within an hour of the Italian frontier, 
presented possibilities of heart to heart talks with the 
ruling statesmen of France and Italy which the 
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diplomats concerned on either side felt should not be 
thrown away. . “‘ Rudini is very anxious to see you 
now that you are in the neighbourhood,” telegraphed 
Lord Dufferin from Rome, and German allies backed 
up the request, while M. Waddington had already 
prepared for a counterbalancing interview at Paris. 
But he eluded them all—carefully withholding report 
of his proceedings to his sovereign until he had again 
found safe refuge in his native land. 


To the Queen, April 17, 1891. 


** Lord Salisbury with his humble duty to Your 
Majesty, respectfully reports that he arrived in England 
last night. He had been much pressed by the German 
Government to have a personal interview with S. di 
Rudini at Ventimiglia. At first he was rather disposed 
to yield to the idea, but when he saw the extraordinary 
stories as to special engagements between Italy and 
England, he felt that for Rudini to come all the way 
north to Ventimiglia to meet him would amount to 
a demonstration, and he excused himself on other 
grounds. On the other hand, Mons. Waddington, 
before Lord Salisbury had left England, had pressed 
him rather strongly to see Mons. Ribot on his way back 
through Paris. He felt that this had become impos- 
sible, after his declining to meet Rudini. So he went 
back by the St. Gothard, and avoided Paris altogether. 

‘“‘Lord Salisbury has a great aversion to these 
Ministerial interviews. The Foreign Offices at Paris and 
Rome are perfectly unscrupulous in their communica- 
tions to the newspaper press of their respective 
countries ; and any such interview would be followed 
by press gossip which it would be hopeless to con- 
tradict and yet which would be inconvenient.” 


It must be said in his defence that that autumn, 
while on his travels in western Europe, M. de Giers, 
the Russian Foreign Minister, had paid a casual visit 
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to the King of Italy’s country house at Monza, and 
that the event, of which no evidence of political origin 
or sequel ever appeared, occupied diplomats and 
journalists with excited surmises for weeks. The 
relative rarity of such meetings in those pre-League- 
of-Nations days, and perhaps also the relatively greater 
capacity of the personalities concerned to influence 
events, made such occasions more subject to the 
exaggerations of public comment and interpretation 
than they have since become. They were treated 
more pompously and as of greater moment by general 
opinion. Other statesmen would have agreed with 
Lord Salisbury as to their liability to misconstruction. 
Where he was singular was in his habitual refusal to 
recognise any utility in them. 

The ‘“‘ extraordinary stories’’ alluded to in this 
letter had repercussions in the House of Commons. 
A deputy of the French Chamber, a M. Millevoye, 
announced in the Figaro newspaper on the authority 
of Prince Jerome Napoleon—who had lately died— 
that the King of Italy had told him that he had 
received from Her Majesty’s Government a formal 
promise of assistance from the British fleet in the 
event of any attack being threatened on the Italian 
coasts. Questions were asked in the House in the 
first week of June. Lord Salisbury, replying through 
his Under-Secretary, Sir James Fergusson, assured it— 
with perfect accuracy, as his foreign correspondents 
could have regretfully testified—that he had entered 
into no engagement with any Power, involving material 
assistance of any kind or under any circumstances, on 
the part of this country. But parliamentary feelings 
were not the only ones to be considered; and Sir 
James was instructed to add by way of comment 
that “Italian statesmen were well aware that Her 
Majesty’s Government was at one with them in desiring 
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the maintenance of the status quo in the Mediter- 
ranean” (June 4, 1891).  Italy’s susceptibilities 
were safeguarded, but France’s equanimity was pro- 
portionately disturbed, and Lord Salisbury excused 
himself wearily to his ambassador in Paris: ‘* This 
hare of Millevoye’s has done harm. ... We have 
been unable so to frame our answers as to avoid 
giving the impression that we are more ‘ Tripliste’ 
than people thought; and France is consequently 
out of humour” (June 16, 1891). 

Meanwhile, Signor di Rudini had been making 
cautious enquiry through his German friends as to the 
possibility of inducing a still more “ Tripliste’’ attitude 
in the English Minister, and, a week before this letter 
was written, Count Hatzfeldt was reporting to his 
Foreign Office as Lord Salisbury’s response to his 
conversational suggestions that he would still refuse 
to consider any engagement “ which might encourage 
Italy to provoke, light-heartedly, a conflict with her 
neighbours”’ (June 8, 1891).2. It was a practical re- 
petition of the answer given four years earlier. 

Except for this tentative experiment, the members 
of the Triple Alliance had made a virtue of necessity, 
and no further overt protest is recorded against Lord 
Salisbury’s insistence on independence. There was 
no succession to Prince Bismarck’s direct attempt to 
enlist England as a fighting partner in the alliance: 
nor had German statesmen yet embraced the suicidal 
view, which became an obsession among them in 
the closing years of the century, that the surest path 
to that end was through the pressure of a persistent 
bullying. It would have been incongruous, indeed, 
to the solicitous deference to Lord Salisbury’s wishes, 
whether judged to be rational or the reverse, which 


1 Hansard, June 4, 1891. 
2 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. ii. p. 104 (Gr. Pol. der Eur.-Kab, vol. viii. p. 59). 
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Baron von Marschall and Count Hatzfeldt were always 
enjoining upon each other in their despatches. But 
one traditional Bismarckian method was not forgotten. 
If occasion for quarrelling between England and 
France could be sufficiently encouraged, England 
might find herself compelled to a more active co- 
operation with France’s enemies. 

Correspondence, illustrative of these tactics, took 
place at the close of ’91 in connection with Tuat, a 
desert oasis lying indeterminately either in the hinter- 
land of Algiers or within what was then taken as the 
southern frontiers of Morocco. It was said that 
France intended to assert possession of it.1 England 
had traditional interests in Morocco which had at 
one time been even predominant. Apart from that, 
she had agreed with Italy and Spain to a defence of 
the status quo there. It was scarcely to be hoped for 
that Lord Salisbury himself, with his known hesitating 
apathy, would initiate a protest to France against 
this hypothetical challenge to Moorish rights in the 
middle of an African desert—but he might be in- 
duced to it under pressure from the other two Powers 
similarly situated. Moved by these considerations, 
German diplomacy became busy on the question in 
London, Rome, and Madrid simultaneously.? It is 
amusing to contrast its conscious pride, as revealed 
in the published German documents, in this hidden 
manipulation of a great intrigue, with Lord Salisbury’s 
comments, at the close of the following letter, on 
the result as it emerged, according to plan, in 
London. 


1 She did not, in fact, take possession of Tuat till nine years later, in 
1900. 


2 Germ. Dip. Doc. vol. ii. pp. 142 seq. (Gr. Pol. der Eur.-Kab. vol. viii. pp. 
297 seq.). 
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To Lord Dufferin, November 18, 1891. 


““T am very glad you have taken the Cinque 
Ports—and I am very much touched and gratified 
by the kind words of your letter in accepting it. 

‘IT gather that the Germans are very uneasy at the 
interview of Monza, and have the impression that 
Italy is slipping through their fingers. It is a danger- 
ous state of mind, because it stimulates Germany to 
find every possible excuse for setting Italy and France 
by the ears. In the same regard, Germany is very 
anxious that we should make love to Italy, so as to 
withdraw her from the illegitimate embraces of her 
neighbour. In this we should be wise to gratify 
them. It is better that Germany should be re- 
assured by Italy by means of endearments with us, 
than by means of bickerings with France. I think, 
therefore, that you will do good service if, when you 
see Rudini, you would press the note of mutual 
interest, esteem, and affection, without, of course, 
entering into any definite engagements. 

«As to Tuat, I have reported to both Spanish and 
Italian ambassadors—to the latter several times— 
that I consider the matter to be far more their interest 
than ours; that if they thought right to state their 
opinion that Tuat was Moorish and ought to be left 
alone, either at Tangiers or Paris, we would do the 
same; but that we did not counsel such a course, 
for the matter was of small importance in itself. 
We obviously could not take any serious action in 
respect to it, and as France was perfectly aware of this 
fact, any representation would only provoke a rebuff, 
and give the French an opportunity of boasting of 
their spirited resistance to the menaces of three 
great Powers. I found the Spanish and _ Italian 
Governments were very much of that opinion. 

‘‘ But in the course of these conversations, a curious 
contrast has come out. Hatzfeldt has been insisting 
day after day on the enormous importance which 
the Italians attached to Tuat, and on the absolute 
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necessity of our showing sympathy with them upon 
it, if we did not wish them to break away from us 
altogether. | 

* But Tornielli, on the other hand, to-day tells me 
that Rudini is puzzled beyond measure by the urgency 
of the German Government, which insists that they 
shall press us to take action about Tuat. 

‘‘ Which is telling the truth? This last statement 
about Tornielli is of course very confidential. 

‘* My feeling is that Caprivi and Marschall have got 
hold of Bismarck’s bow—but they do not know how 
to bend it.”’ 


On May 21, 1891, Lord Salisbury addressed one of 
his rare speeches on foreign affairs to a non-party 
audience in St. Andrew’s Hall, Glasgow. The con- 
cluding and larger half of it, from which quotations 
have already been made,? was devoted to an account 
of the recent partitioning of Africa; in the earlier 
part he spoke of the special dangers to world peace 
which had accompanied the decay of Mahomedan 
civilisation. 


‘** A curious part of the duty of the Foreign Office 
in its great dominant mission of preserving peace and 
extinguishing all danger of war, wherever it may 
arise, is the relation in which it places us with the 
Mahomedan communities in Europe and Asia. One 
of the great provocations and dangers of war has 
arisen from the position of these great communities ; 
and if I speak of them as Mahomedan, I am not rely- 
ing upon their religious character but upon the 
peculiar nature of the civilisation which their religion, 
continued now through 14 centuries, has carried 
into every fibre of their politics and of their social 


1 See Chapter X. p. 310. 
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life. That civilisation hangs back from the general 
movement of the world, and certainly from the move- 
ment of the Christian nations. It will not assimilate 
the modern ideas which are essential to progress and 
essential even to preservation, and for many, many 
years past the solicitude of statesmen has been con- 
centrated upon how they are to keep these Mahomedan 
communities from crumbling into dust. . . . When 
a nation dies there is no testamentary distribution 
of its goods, there is no statute of distribution for 
what it leaves behind. The disappearance of a 
nation means a desperate quarrel for what it has 
possessed.” 


This danger was largely passing away in the 
progressive improvement of the majority of these 
states under the contagious influence of more en- 
lightened ideas: he referred to instances: Turkey— 
Persia—Egypt. Still, it must be remembered that 
these communities remained unalterably Mahomedan : 
** Though, of course, we wish they were of the same 
faith as ourselves, we must reconcile ourselves to the 
fact that such conversion is not a matter of any early 
probability ; though we believe that, in the long run, if 
they can be persuaded to pursue paths of justice and 
righteousness, those paths will lead to truth.” Mean- 
while their separateness in history and inspiration 
must not be ignored, and he concluded with a warn- 
ing, addressed, not for the first or last time, to Anglo- 
Saxon social and political bigotry. 


“They will develop in their manner and after 
their nature. If you have got a good larch tree you 
cannot, by any contrivance, make it grow like an 
oak; and you will only spoil your larch and cover 
yourself with ridicule if you attempt it. The same 
thing is true of nations, and we must, whether in 
foreign countries or in our own dominion, be patient 
with the fact that they are developing. Their growth 
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is different from ours, and it is only by suffering them 
to follow the law of their nature in all legitimate 
lines, that we can hope for the greatest perfection of 
which those nations are capable.” (Glasgow, May 20, 
1891.) 


He had included the Turkish Empire as an in- 
stance of hopeful progress, though with qualifying 
allusions to the evils which still survived there. 
The tiger in Abdul Hamid, which was so shortly after- 
wards to emerge under the panic terror of assassina- 
tion, had not yet shown itself, and Lord Salisbury on 
this occasion referred civilly to his labours in the 
cause of reform. The civility, it must be admitted, 
did not accurately represent the sentiments which 
find expression in his private letters. Turkey was, 
indeed, the weakest link in the chain of his diplo- 
matic achievement during this Ministry. On _ his 
first taking office in ’85, he had noted and deplored 
the extinction of the paramount influence which 
England had formerly exercised there. Perhaps, 
if its tradition had remained unbroken, it might have 
survived the disappearance of the condition to which 
its strength had largely been due. When he had left 
office in 1880, England had stood, to the ruler of 
Turkey, as the only dependable barrier against the 
direct advance of Russia upon his capital. The 
development of the Balkan principalities and, more 
particularly, the insurgence of Bulgaria, had driven 
this danger into the background and closed Russia’s 
straight path to material domination over Constan- 
tinople. In the perennial struggle with England 
for pre-eminence there, which tradition had handed 
down as inherent to their Asiatic rivalry, she had 
fallen back upon the achievement of a diplomatic 
influence for which she was racially far better equipped 
than her Western competitor. It was in his efforts 
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to counteract this influence and regain lost ground 
for his own country that Lord Salisbury had had to 
admit defeat. 

His normal diplomatic methods were ineffective 
with the Turks. It was impossible to achieve a 
mutual accommodation of interests with a sovereign 
who recognised no larger interest for his country than 
escape from some vision of immediate danger, real 
or fancied, to himself, and no operative motive in 
other Governments except a certain, if sometimes 
suspended, purpose of evil against his own. Lord 
Salisbury’s Bulgarian policy in 1885 was directed— 
successfully—to avert the eventual subjugation of 
Constantinople by Russia. But it involved present 
acquiescence in the Roumelian revolt and his urging 
of that necessity served only to render British counsels 
irremediably suspect in the Sultan’s eyes. In the fate 
of Egypt, Turkey had no interest more substantial 
than the maintenance of those shadowy feudal rights 
to which she had been restricted ever since Mehemet 
Ali’s victorious rebellion. Lord Salisbury had been 
unequivocal in his pledges to respect these, hoping 
something from the contrast offered by France’s 
traditional hostility to them. He had been successful 
at the outset, but Russia’s soreness over her failure in 
Bulgaria was then at its height ; the Wolff Convention 
became a flag of battle between Russian and British 
influence at the Turkish Court, and his first success 
had been followed by more lasting defeat. It had not 
been without reactions. Rational Moslem opinion 
recognised that Turkey had been the main loser by the 
failure of a Convention which would have given solidity 
to her claims. Since ’87, fear of the discontent of 
these co-religionists had alternated with fear of Pan- 
Slavist threats; suspicion of French patronage with a 
deeper suspicion of British acquisitiveness or philan- 
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thropy, or both in combination, to drive the “sickly, 
sensual, terrified, fickle ’’! Sultan towards and away 
from the idea of coming to terms with England over 
Egypt. But the centre of gravity towards which his 
oscillations returned appeared to be an ever increasing 
antagonism to this country. In August ’91, Sir William 
White wrote that never in his experience had his power 
at the Palace been so low, or the Sultan’s aversion 
from him so apparent, as it was now. Lord Salisbury 
consoled him by deducing a national and unavoidable 
cause : 


To Sir William White, September 14, 1891. 


‘““. .. He hates us. Egypt and Cyprus would be 
sufficient to account for this feeling, for in each case 
we have made ourselves masters of a Mahomedan 
community, which makes our sin much deeper than 
that of Greeks or Bulgarians, who have only alienated 
Christians. But that is not the full measure of our 
offence. We have shewn that we can govern 
Mahomedans so as to make them prosperous and con- 
tented—-and that on our side of the Red Sea. On the 
other side of the Red Sea—in Arabia—people have 
begun to talk and move, and to ask themselves whether 
eternal misgovernment by Turks is their irrevocable 
doom. And Arabia is the terror of the Sultan’s dreams 
—the joint in his armour: because it is in Arabia that 
some day an opposition Commander of the Faithful 
will be manufactured. If my view is right, I cannot 
comfort you with the hope of an early restoration of 
your popularity, though the Sultan may think a certain 
amount of dissimulation respectable. The English 
are the only people who have shewn that they can 
conduct Mahomedan communities—in India and Egypt 
—to prosperity and internal security without meddling 
with their religion ; and to the Sultan, to whom his 
position as the first Moslem of the world is everything, 


1 See above, Chapter IT. p. 51. 
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this rivalry is both exasperating and alarming. I can 
conceive no other reason for the manifest aversion he 
displays to us, for he must know that we are not com- 
petitors for Constantinople, and that his new friends 
aim at nothing else.” 


The Germans had now taken a hand in the game 
and were pressing the Sultan to approach England with 
proposals for reopening negotiations—offering Count 
Hatzfeldt as a mediator with the British Prime 
Minister for that purpose. A revival of England’s 
influence at Constantinople had become for them an 
admittedly essential object. In the event of that war 
upon which their mental gaze was constantly fixed, 
Italy’s security, and consequently, her efficiency as an 
ally would depend on the continuance of England’s 
maritime supremacy in the Mediterranean. Visions of ~ 
its being endangered by the simultaneous issue of 
hostile fleets from Toulon and through the Straits 
were what stirred the Emperor William to his in- 
dignant protests at the inadequacy of Admiralty 
preparations. Russia was known to be adding steadily 
to her war-fleet in the Black Sea, while the fortifying 
of the Dardanelles, which—as Lord Salisbury grimly 
reminded Count Hatzfeldt at intervals—had been 
initiated under German auspices in °85, was being 
continued to completion and intensified the strategic 
perils of Russo-Turkish friendship. 

Considered from this point of view, Lord Salisbury’s 
own attitude was curiously detached. He told Sir 
William White that he was mainly moved to come to 
an understanding with the Sultan on account of the 
importance which his friends of the Triple Alliance 
attached to it, and he assured Sir Clare Ford later that 
he in no way shared their anxiety on the subject. 
Perhaps the strategic conditions of the “‘ next war’? did 
not fill so large a place in his inner vision as it did in 


390 LORD SALISBURY 


theirs. Perhaps he was not equally clear as to the 
part which England was destined to play in it. In 
any case he was sceptical as to the possibility of 
arriving at any solid or satisfactory settlement with 
the present occupant of the Turkish throne. 

But he was willing to try, if dated evacuation were 
excluded, and when the Sultan, as advised, sent a 
message this year to suggest a reopening of negotia- 
tions, he invited him to formulate bases for dis- 
cussion. Count Hatzfeldt, through Rustem Pasha in 
London, pressed urgently for a response ; so did Count 
Radowitz at Constantinople with an energy which left 
no need for further remonstrance from his sovereign. 
But the Sultan had apparently exhausted his capacities 
for initiative ; he pettishly refused even to see either 
Sir William or Count Radowitz, and the combined 
efforts of British and German diplomacy remained 
impotent before the nerveless silence of Yildiz Kiosk. 

At Christmas, Sir William White, falling a victim to 
a sudden attack of influenza, died at Berlin on his way 
home to England on leave, and the Egyptian negotia- 
tion remained in a state of suspended animation. Sir 
Clare Ford was appointed to the Constantinople 
Embassy, and two months later Lord Salisbury wrote 
to instruct him in the inner history of the question and 
to suggest a new line of argument for use in any re- 
newal of its discussion. The Khedive Tewfik’s death in 
January, and the advent of a young and inexperienced 
successor had inspired the Sultan to futile efforts for 
the extension of his feudal authority. His representa- 
tive at Cairo, Moukhtar Pasha, had used language so 
irritating to the young Khedive that Sir Evelyn 
Baring had asked Sir Clare to try and obtain his re- 
call. Lord Salisbury warned him of the uselessness 
of the attempt, but saw in the resentment which 
the Sultan’s action had aroused an argument which 
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might predispose him to friendlier relations with 
ourselves. 

His recognition of the developments already at work 
in Egypt itself is interesting in the light of later 
experience. 


To Sir Clare Ford, March 2, 1892. 


“, . . The Sultan’s fixed idea, so far as his timid 
and nerveless nature enables him to have anything 
fixed, is to undo the work of Mehemet Ali, at least in 
some degree, and make Egypt more dependent upon 
Turkey. Moukhtar has to act on his master’s views 
and is necessarily, therefore, disagreeable to the Prince, 
but he is not in fault: and the fact that he is dis- 
agreeable will not induce his master to remove him. 

** His language may have been embittered by the 
consciousness of a corresponding change which is 
slowly passing over the influential classes in Egypt. 
They are becoming less and less tolerant of Turkish 
interference, and more and more inclined to quarrel 
with the Sultan. The Sultan’s own policy may partly 
be to blame for this, but I should rather imagine that 
they are being slowly touched by the feeling or fancy 
of nationality, which is the fashion or moral epidemic 
of the day. Arabi had got hold of something of the 
kind, and it would be odd if in Egypt, where all Medi- 
terranean nations congregate, ideas that have operated 
so strongly in Italy and Greece should be wholly 
without representation. At all events, I think it is 
plain that the process, though slow, is going on, and it 
is one to which I invite your very earnest attention. I 
believe if we could convince the Sultan of its existence, 
we might create a very different feeling in his mind 
towards ourselves. We have no leanings towards the 
independence of Egypt, and do not desire to diminish 
the connection which exists between her and Turkey ; 
and therefore, so long as we are in occupation, the 
Sultan’s prerogatives, such as they are, will not be 
retrenched:? .)s.. 
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He dreams of some pan-Islamic renovation, under 
which Egypt shall return to the condition of Mace- 
donia; but a movement the other way is far more 
probable, and the English power is at present the only 
serious obstacle to its being carried out. 

I do not mean to say that even the support of 
England can make the present state of things eternal. 
If Egypt goes on improving as rapidly as she is im- 
proving now, the time will come when she will insist 
on being free from Turkey, or England, or anybody 
else. But I imagine that that result is some distance 
off; much too far to enter into our calculations for 
the conduct of present diplomacy. .. .” 


In the autumn of ’91, a sudden revival of interest 
in Egypt among British Liberals had caused a flutter 
of expectation abroad. The Radical wing of the 
Opposition had for some time separated itself on this 
issue from the approval with which Lord Salisbury’s 
foreign policy was generally accepted by the country. 
In September, Mr. John Morley spoke strongly in 
criticism of the occupation; and Mr. Gladstone fol- 
lowed with a pronouncement whose precise meaning 
foreigners were hardly equipped to analyse. He 
spoke of the “‘ burdensome and embarrassing ”’ occupa- 
tion of Egypt—“ escape from which it was to be 
feared the Tory Government would hand over to its 
successors to deal with” (October 2, 1891). By- 
elections, already heralding Tory defeat, gave him 
authority as the heir-presumptive of power, and the 
French press, ignoring the subtleties of his style, hailed 
this deliverance, with pans of excited anticipation, 
as a pledge of early evacuation. The anti-British 
press in Cairo responded sympathetically, and Sir 
Evelyn, in his letters to his chief, grumbled at the 
mischievous ferment which was being excited. On 
October 25, he telegraphed: ‘“‘If you could take 
some public occasion to say policy of the British 
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Government about Egypt was unchanged, it would 
have an excellent effect here. All the talk about 
evacuation is doing a good deal of harm.” 

Lord Salisbury responded at the Guildhall. He 
began by alluding reproachfully to recent statements 
which had “ given heart to all who were unfriendly 
to England and pain to all who valued her prosperity,” 
but the bulk of his speech was addressed to far away 
audiences in Paris and Constantinople. The Con- 
servative Government was not itself responsible, he 
said, for the existing situation in Egypt: ‘‘ We did 
not go there.” 


““But we know that England before our time 
underwent great sacrifices, shed her most precious 
blood and scattered treasure freely in order to rescue 
Egypt from the evils that had overtaken her, and that 
if England acted alone in that matter, it was not her 
fault. And now that the blood is spilt and the treasure 
spent, and the great result is in course of being achieved, 
we cannot allow all that to be swept away as if it were 
a last year’s almanac, and suffer the country which 
at so much cost has been rescued, to fall back into the 
condition of anarchy and confusion and danger to all 
its neighbours which it occupied a few years ago.” 
(November 9, 1891.) 


There was no wish to divorce Egypt from her legal 
status as part of the Ottoman Empire, but, before 
England left her to herself, she must be strong enough 
to repel all external attack and put down all internal 
disturbance. That position was not to be gained in 
a day, and there was a significant hint that the desired 
goal would be reached more quickly if the task of 
reform and reconstruction were assisted and not 
obstructed by “‘ others.’”’ He closed with a confident 
assertion of national support for his Government’s 
policy, independent of party divisions, and an earnest 
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warning to foreign onlookers not to be misled into any 
contrary belief. 


‘TI entreat those who criticise us from abroad not 
to believe that this matter is one which will be disposed 
of by the vicissitudes to which party government is 
exposed. . . . We can fight out our domestic quarrels, 
whatever they may be, as we have done in old times, 
but let not any persons deceive themselves into the 
belief that that will, in its main feature and outlines, 
modify the foreign policy of the people of this country. 
I am convinced that the people of this country take 
a deep interest in the solution of the problem which 
we have undertaken, and that they are very proud 
of the splendid success which has accompanied the 
efforts of our administrators and soldiers, and that, 
whatever happens, . . . whatever party may be in 
power, the English people will never withdraw its 
hand from the steady and vigorous prosecution and 
the benefit of the humane undertaking with which 
now it is their pride and honour to be connected.” 


The challenge was not taken up by Opposition 
speakers: Mr. Morley and Mr. Gladstone both in- 
timated that their remarks had been misunderstood ; 
and criticism of the Government’s foreign policy made 
no further appearance in the electoral battle which 
raged on the platforms during the next few months. 

Sir Evelyn telegraphed his congratulatory thanks 
for the speech, but the speaker himself was depressed 
at having been compelled to a more truculent deliver- 
ance on the affairs of his department than was within 
his custom. Three weeks later he was writing to Sir 
Evelyn : 


To Sir Evelyn Baring, December 4, 1891. 


6 


‘... The trouble raised by the unfortunate 
utterances of Gladstone and Morley about our occupa- 
tion has nearly subsided, both at Paris and at Constanti- 
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nople, and I am in hopes that we shall not hear much 
more about it. But the situation is not as good as it 
was before. Everybody is more jealous and _ less 
certain of the future. My Guildhall speech was a 
necessity under the circumstances, but it has acted 
as an irritant—and I heartily wish the G.O.M. had 
spared me the necessity of making it... .” 


This ripple of angry feeling was the more annoying 
because, though only for a few weeks, it had disturbed 
a long waited for period of appeasement with French 
opinion. In August, by Lord Salisbury’s invitation, 
the French fleet had visited Portsmouth on its return 
journey from its sensational welcome by the Russians 
at Kronstadt where had been celebrated the friendship 
which was then on the eve of becoming an alliance. 
The invitation appeared—and was no doubt intended 
to appear—as an assertion of England’s resolved 
detachment from the enmities of her friends. The 
visit was a great success. The Queen went to Ports- 
mouth to inspect the fleet and be gracious to its 
officers, while assembled crowds on shore and on the 
water cheered ships and sailors to the echo. Lord 
Salisbury wrote to congratulate Her Majesty on the 
impression made: ‘‘ Though in the present state of 
Europe our interests lie on the side of the Triple 
Alliance, it is most important to persuade the French, 
if we can, that England has no antipathy to France, 
or any partisanship against her” (August 22, 1891). 

In November, the forces making for reconciliation 
suffered loss in the death of Lord Lytton which took 
place in Paris on the 24th, after a very brief illness. 
But it became the occasion for a striking witness to 
his successful achievement. The French Government 
ordered a public celebration of his funeral. Along 
the whole way from the embassy to the church and on 
to the station of St. Lazare, every shop was closed as 
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the procession passed and the pavements were thronged 
with gravely sympathetic crowds. Such a tribute of 
honour to the memory of a foreign representative was 
unique in the records of diplomacy and though it was 
no doubt rendered primarily to Lord Lytton’s own 
personality, it would have been impossible in the 
atmosphere of national ill feeling which he had so 
brilliantly seconded his chief in exorcising. 

There were small diplomatic disputes between the 
two countries in the summer of °92—about the 
administration of justice in Madagascar and com- 
mercial negotiations with Morocco. But, as a whole, 
the atmosphere of appeasement continued and when 
Lord Salisbury’s Ministry came to an end in the 
following August, a calm, amounting almost to cordi- 
ality, had replaced the strain and embitterment of 
Anglo-French relations which had characterised its 
earlier years. 


CHAPTER XIV 
1892 
THE END OF THE MINISTRY OF ’86—’92 


THE sixth year of this Parliament ended in July ’92, 
and, according to the unwritten law which allowed 
no Parliament to run the risk of dying a natural 
death under the Septennial Act, the session of that 
year was passed under the shadow of certain dis- 
solution at its close. Interest shifted from West- 
minister to the constituencies; party leaders began 
to “make their hands ’”’ for the approaching appeal 
to the electorate; and platform speeches, more 
abundant than ever, became less purely negative 
and controversial. On the Opposition side, especially, 
efforts were made to depose the eternal Irish question 
from its exclusive—indeed, even from a predominant 
—possession of the field, and projects of radical reform 
of more immediate appeal to the British voter were 
pressed to the front. This movement was strength- 
ened by the scandal of internal conflict which was 
tearing the Home Rule party asunder on the other 
side of St. George’s Channel. Even after Mr. Parnell’s 
death in the autumn of ’91, the battle continued to 
rage between Parnellites and anti-Parnellites. The 
latter, who were largely in the majority, stood for 
continued alliance with the British Liberals against 
the passionate resentment of their rivals at the 
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They owed their superiority mainly to the priests 
who, acting with practical unanimity under the orders 
of their Bishops, worked for them in every parish 
throughout Ireland. This aspect of the conflict 
roused Lord Salisbury more than once in his speeches 
to fervent denunciations of the “ priest in politics.” 
Since the clerical activities were avowedly inspired 
in defence of the outraged sanctities of Christian 
marriage and his own Conservative public had agreed 
to look upon the anti-Parnellites as, on the whole, 
the least disreputable section of its Irish opponents, 
his fervour was found rather shocking even by friendly 
critics. 

As a matter of fact, his habitual dislike to sitting 
in judgment on his fellow-men on moral issues was 
intensified to repulsion in this instance by the doubt- 
ful spontaniety of the uprising in the priesthood. 
It had only become externally operative after Mr. 
Gladstone’s published ostracism of the Home Rule 
leader. The priests’ somewhat dictatorial methods 
of influencing their flocks formed a patent object 
lesson in support of Protestant Ulster’s plea of prob- 
able persecution, and these considerations were quite 
enough to liberate to action an instinctive revolt at 
clerical interference in secular affairs, which was one 
of the Tory leader’s innately British characteristics. 
Another inspiration there probably was. The prompt 
abandonment “‘ for reasons of state ’’ of the condemned 
leader by followers who owed their whole achievement 
to his genius, might be defensible on grounds of 
patriotism but was wholly repellent to Lord Salisbury ; 
and the fight to the death against overwhelming odds 
with which their victim responded appealed to every 
militant fibre in his being. This sympathy with a 
man whose standards of private and public conduct 
were so alien to his own was not avowed—perhaps 
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scarcely so to himself—but the suspicion of it as an 
explanation of his anti-clerical outbursts—Mr. Glad- 
stone charged him with it—probably lost him more 
votes than were gained by any responsive disapproval 
of the priest in politics. 

In a very different order of seriousness stands 
another utterance of his, during this campaign, which 
was widely criticised for its electoral indiscretion. 
It would hardly deserve notice but for the heavy 
structure of aristocratic insolence which his opponents 
laboured to rear on its slender foundation. The 
Conservative Government had not included Parish 
Councils in their scheme of Local Government Reform 
and the Opposition had now placed the creation of 
them in the forefront of their programme for improv- 
ing the lot of the rural labourer. Speaking at Bir- 
mingham in November, Lord Salisbury challenged 
them to show any advantage in the proposal. The 
Councils would have nothing to do. Their advocates 
had contended that they would make rural life more 
interesting: ‘‘ If,’ he commented, “ among the many 
duties the modern State undertakes, the duty of 
amusing the rural population should be included, 
I should rather recommend a circus or something of 
that kind... . As far as I have had the opportunity 
of attending vestries, I am bound to say that amuse- 
ment is not the feature to be remarked upon as most 
prominent in them” (November 24, 1891). 

Throughout the length and breadth of the land 
agricultural labourers were thenceforward assured 
that Lord Salisbury so despised their intelligence as 
to hold it unfit for any demand upon it more serious 
than a travelling circus. An attenuated deference to 
criticism was witnessed to in a speech made three 
months later at Exeter in which, in the teeth of in- 
tervening comments, he returned to the charge. He 
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again deprecated the duty of the State to provide 
amusement for its citizens—gibed at the idea of their 
finding it in the membership of Councils or Committees 
—recalled comically his own experiences in that con- 
nection—but avoided the use of the incriminated 
comparison. 

This speech at Exeter was mainly devoted to 
placing his party’s case before the county elector, 
as such, and was remarkable for its candour. He 
spoke of a government Small Holdings Bill which 
was passed into law that session—dwelt on the ad- 
vantages of a peasant proprietary, on his strong wish 
that this Bill might prove successful in establishing it 
—but would promise nothing. The measure was 
essentially experimental, he warned his audience, and 
there were economic difficulties in the path of small 
culture which it might be impossible to overcome. 
He referred to a scheme for contributory Old Age 
Pensions which Mr. Chamberlain had advocated and 
gave it his blessing, but said that details would have 
to be worked out before he could vouch for it as 
possible. His boast of the grant of free education 
was made the occasion for condemning the bribes 
which canvassing politicians were offering to the 
rural population. He dwelt feelingly on the deplor- 
able condition into which they had sunk in the early 
part of that century, and he traced its worst features 
directly to the working of the old Poor Law. The 
lavishness of its gifts to the poorer classes had been 
unstinted, but it had nevertheless issued ultimately 
in an intolerable servitude and in wages so low 
as to be “an absolute negative to any moral or 
intellectual progress.””’ The law had been abolished 
but it had taken two generations for the country, 
even with all the assistance of prosperity coming 
from scientific discovery, to escape from the injury 
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that it had inflicted. He drew a moral of general 
application : 


66 


. . . We must learn this rule, that no men and 
no class of men ever rise to any permanent improve- 
ment in their condition of body or mind except by 
relying upon their own personal efforts. The wealth 
with which the rich man is surrounded is constantly 
tempting him to forget that truth, and you see, in 
family after family, men degenerate from the habits 
of their fathers because they lie sluggishly and eat 
and enjoy what has been placed before them without 
appealing to their own exertions. The poor man, 
especially in these days, may have a similar tempta- 
tion offered to him by legislation, but the same in- 
exorable rule will work. The only true lasting bene- 
fit which the statesman can give to the poor man is 
so to shape matters that the greatest possible liberty 
for the exercise of his own moral and intellectual 
qualities should be offered to him by law... .” 
(Ezeter, February 2, 1892.) 


He claimed the freed schools as such a benefit. 

His correspondence during this period included, 
naturally, many suggestions from different quarters 
for ‘‘ popular’’ items to be added to the party’s 
programme. They were replied to in divers ways, 
but he constantly recurred to his old contention that 
‘as a question of electoral arithmetic’’, as he put it, 
the party would lose more by alarming its normal 
supporters than it would ever gain by bidding for 
the gratitude of those who were not. At this time 
he used to maintain in conversation that, though 
he himself had approved and did approve of such 
measures as the Local Government and Free Educa- 
tion Acts, he looked upon them as electioneeringly 
damaging for the discontent which they had engen- 
dered among the old established Tories in the country : 
‘“You may say that they cannot vote against you, 
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but they won’t trouble to vote for you and they 
won’t work for you, and you'll find it out at the polls.” 
He attributed the loss of this election as a whole 
largely to that cause. 

One special difficulty presented itself in connection 
with Mr. Chamberlain’s! still anomalous position. 
These elections could no longer be run, as had been 
the case in ’86, exclusively upon the Home Rule 
issue. As regarded questions now before the country 
there was no vividly disturbing difference between 
him and his present associates. But, in seeking the 
suffrages of his old Radical followers in Birmingham 
and elsewhere, he naturally had to dwell on the 
acceptable quality, from their point of view, of the 
legislation for which, by his votes and parliamentary 
support, he had made himself responsible during the 
last six years. In one or two of his speeches he had 
given precision to this aspect of it by trying to show 
that, in matters where, during the election campaign 
of 1885, his view and that of the Tories had been 
opposed, his view had now prevailed. This was not a 
contention calculated to oil the wheels of the party 
machine, and Lord Salisbury wrote to him. The 
letter is a good example of his style in personal 
diplomacy. 


To Mr. Chamberlain, June 22, 1892. 


“, .. I can quite understand that you should 
describe our legislation as liberal, progressive, and so 
forth; and even that you should be more indulgent 
to us in that respect than we deserve. But what I 
am afraid of are the references to 1885. 

“To say that the Tories have supported measures 


1 Through the death of the Duke of Devonshire this winter and Lord 
Hartington’s consequent removal to the House of Lords, Mr. Chamberlain 
had become the leader of the Liberal Unionists in the Commons. 
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whose liberalism you approve, will only be inter- 
preted by them as showing that, knowing them better, 
you do them more justice. But if you say that they 
have given in on all the points on which you differed 
from them in 1885, you give them an uncomfortable 
feeling that they have deserted their colours and 
changed their coats. 

*“*T do not think there is any ground for such a self- 
reproach—though I believe it is true that they have 
proved—and that you have found them more liberal 
on many points than in 1885 you could have imagined. 
But if you wish to praise us on this head—as may 
be very expedient—do it absolutely and without any 
unnecessary reference to the controversies of 1885. 

“I dare say you will think the point a small one, 
but if I have made myself clear I shall not quarrel with 
that judgment. 

*“Corns when you examine them in a microscope 
are very small things.” 


Parliament was dissolved on June 28, and by the 
second week in July the defeat of the Government 
was assured. The final results gave Mr. Gladstone a 
majority of 40 votes, 355 to 315. But there were cir- 
cumstances of consolation. The divisions of opinion 
among the victors were already notorious ; an analysis 
of the figures showed Great Britain to have still 
returned a majority in favour of the Union, and 
England itself a large one; Lord Salisbury had 
announced beforehand that, in view of the multi- 
plicity of subjects upon which the Liberals were 
appealing for the electors’ suffrages, he should not 
accept a verdict adverse to his own party as a mandate 
in favour of Home Rule. Altogether the Unionist 
Party were prepared to look upon the election as but 
a single skirmish in a long campaign and were in good 
spirits from the outset, while lobby rumours suggested 
a corresponding absence of elation on the other side. 
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When a party has adopted a programme of constitu- 
tional revolution, an indecisive victory is almost more 
embarrassing than a defeat. 

The Tory Ministry met Parliament on August 4, 
and the House voted an amendment to the address 
on the 11th. On the 12th, Lord Salisbury went down 
to Osborne and gave in his resignation. There was 
none of the agitating emotion which had accompanied 
his retirement from office in 1886. No foreign ques- 
tion of importance was at issue to excite Her Majesty’s 
anxiety ; Lord Rosebery’s succession to the Foreign 
Office and general support of Lord Salisbury’s policy 
was assured; and there was besides the universal 
assumption that the new Government’s tenure of 
power would be brief and indecisive. 

As to Lord Salisbury himself, he was tired, and the 
prospect of rest enlivened by anticipations of an 
early resumption of the struggle in the House of 
Lords with good prospects of securing a constitutional 
victory for that body was refreshing. Before leaving 
for Puys to the enjoyment of his first real holiday for 
six years, he wrote a letter to Sir Philip Currie for 
communication to Lord Rosebery. The bulk of it was 
devoted to explaining the limitations and urging the 
necessity of the engagements with Italy, whose exist- 
ence, actual or suspected, had been dwelt upon um- 
brageously by Lord Rosebery’s Radical following in 
the House of Commons. 


To Sir Philip Currie, August 18, 1892. 


“The key of the present situation in Europe is 
our position towards Italy, and through Italy to the 
Triple Alliance. Italy fears a war with France 
because her ports are exposed and her fleet is weak, 
and she is very anxious for our protection in such an 
event. We have always refused to give any assurance 
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of material assistance. I have said that no English 
minister could do so, because the action of an English 
ministry must depend on the national feeling at the 
moment, and the national feeling would be decided 
by the nature of the casus belli. But while keeping 
clear of any assurance of material assistance, we have 
expressed the strongest concurrence in the Italian 
policy of maintaining the status quo in the Mediter- 
ranean, and in the seas belonging to it, and we have 
agreed to consult with them if any circumstances 
should arise by which the status quo should be threat- 
ened. I have always done my best to show friend- 
liness to Italy, with a view to preventing her from 
thinking that she was deserted by us, or that there 
was no hope of assistance for her if she was wrong- 
fully attacked. 

‘In abstaining from any pledge of material assist- 
ance, I have gone as far in the direction of pure neu- 
trality as I think I could safely go. If England were 
to become more cold to Italy than she has been, or 
were to give any indication of likelihood that she 
would give even a moral preference to France in the 
event of a conflict, I think very serious risks to 
European peace would be run, as well as to the 
interests of this country.” 


He went on to point out that there would be 
grave danger that such a breaking away from our 
present ‘“‘ grouping ”’ might induce a drawing together 
of Russia and the German powers, and a revival of 
the Drei-Kaiser-Bund with its attendant evils in the 
south-east of Europe. 

Colleagues and ambassadors sent letters of affec- 
tionate farewell. Lord George Hamilton wrote to con- 
gratulate him especially on the success of his Cabinet 
management. 
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To Lord George Hamilton, August 16, 1892. 


‘“¢ Very many thanks for the kindness of your letter. 

‘“‘T agree with you that the agreement and solid- 
arity of our Cabinet have been quite remarkable— 
ever since Randolph left us. But I fear I cannot 
flatter myself that the cause is that which you are 
good enough to suppose. We have been fortunate 
in having had a very “straight” set of men; so 
that intrigue in the Cabinet was unknown. And a 
good deal must be attributed to the great affection 
in which Smith was held. 

‘*T need not say with what satisfaction I look back 
to that large part of our official career which has been 
passed together. The loyal support you have always 
given me, both in backing me when I was right and 
advising me when I was wrong, has been invaluable.” 


To Lord Knutsford, August 24, 1892. 


‘“Many thanks for your very kind letter. The 
thanks should have come from me—for we should 
certainly have come to grief in Africa and W. America 
if the Colonial Office had been in less experienced and 
judicious hands. 

** What a luxury it is to have no boxes arriving of 
an evening! I suppose one will miss it some day—at 
least, my friends tell me so; but at present it is a 
delicious change.” 


An effectively logical paradox was made to do 
service in deprecating gratitude from his private 
secretary : 


To the Hon. S. K. McDonnell, August 26, 1892. 
(Puys.) 


“My DEAR McDonNnELL—I am much touched by 
your very kind letter. The debt of thanks is the other 
way—for it did not matter to you how I discharged my 
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duties, but it mattered very much to me how you dis- 
charged yours.. That our term of office was singularly 
free from quarrels among friends, or party divisions, 
was in a large measure your work. 

* Tam very sorry our official connection is severed, 
though I have got very sick of office itself. Without 
your help it would have been unbearable long ago. 

** The heat wave has left us alone and we have had a 
very pleasant climate here. I mainly employ myself 
in sleeping.” 


Lord Salisbury looked upon this parliamentary 
defeat with a political equanimity which allowed free 
course to his sense of personal release. And, so far as 
home affairs were concerned, he was right. It proved 
to be only a brief interlude in a command of his fellow- 
countrymen’s confidence which endured to the end of 
his life. But abroad its effects were less fugitive. His 
policy of ‘‘neighbourliness’’, as he worked it, had 
secured for his country a position of influence in 
Europe which was unique, in that it owed nothing to 
military pre-eminence or to that subtle manipulation 
of international jealousies, which was the chief weapon 
of Prince Bismarck’s genius. Its weakness as a 
principle of statesmanship lay in the extent to which 
it depended on his individual characteristics. It could 
not be passed on to asuccessor. Neither, as the event 
proved, could it suffer interruption without loss. That 
easy familiarity with the hidden course of inter- 
national happenings, to which his letters witness, owed 
something to a sustained intimacy with their develop- 
ment; the deference which he received was in part 
due to the extent to which his personality was 
identified abroad with the power which he repre- 
sented. His exclusion from office, though it was only 
for three years, broke the charm on both sides. He 
never regained fully for himself, or for England, that 
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mediatorial authority which through a process of un- 
remarked growth attained its height during the years 
just recorded. In his later tenure of office there are 
successes in diplomacy to be chronicled ; but it was 
this Government which saw the zenith of his fame 
and achievement as a Foreign Minister. 
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